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INTRODUCTION 


Much need not be said here m regard to the personal history of the 
two authors — regarding their (a) date, (6) residence, (c) contact and 
relation with other writers , as all this has been dealt with m great detail 
in the excellent Foreword attached to Vol I of the Sanskrit Text From 
this we learn that our Authors — who were Master and Pupil — (a) lived 
between 705 and 764 A D , — (6) they were residents of Magadha in North 
India, from where they went over to Thibet 

There are some points in connection with the third point (c) Among 
the other writers referred to in the work, we have the name * Sahantdbhadra' 
occurring twice in the Text (pages 506 and 608) , while the name given 
in the Foreword is ‘Sanghabhadra’, and the pages referred to therein are 
also the same — 506 and 508 Which of the two is the correct form of the 
name ? 'Sanghabhadra' would appear to be so, — because we know what 
'Sangha' is, while we do not know what ‘SaharUa’ is In the body of 
the Translation, however, we have retained the form ‘ Sahantabhadra ' , 
because it was felt that the same misprint, if it is a misprint, could not 
appear twice, and in such close proximity too It is interesting to note 
that ‘ Samardabhadra’ is one of the names of the Buddha Himself men- 
tioned in the Amarakosa 


Another interesting point regarding this third pomt (c) is that while 
the authors deal with, name and make large quotations from, the works 
of Shabara and Rumania , they do not seem even to know Prabhdkara, 
and yet Prabhdkara flourished about the Bame time as Rumania, if not 
earlier, and his views are really deserving of notice The reason for this 
perhaps lay m the fact that Prabhdkara does not materially deviate from 
Shabara while Rumania does deviate from him, and in his attempt to 
revive the Istika-patha’, he renders himself open to direct attack 
irom the other quarter. 1 

The list of authors provided in the Foreword does not contain the 
name o Stsiputra’, and yet the Author devotes Texts 336-349 to the 
demotahmg of the Pudgala-philosophy of this writer, who ,s described as 
tnrJT fPP arenfcl y he represents a distinct sect among Buddhists 
the nr a! \ VaUlv ' Url 'J a ’• ' Pudgala ’ appears to figure very largely in 

the presentation of this philosophy s 

'phdosonhv’Tf 0rd to . th ! T0Xt Bls0 provldes " 8 ™ th an account of the 

W a coLlT {m<k PP XXXV m-mi), wherein we 

a connected account of most of the. important topics 

or all this the reader is referred to the said volume 
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INTRODUCTION 


Here we are going to put together what details we have gleaned 
fiom the Text, m course of the translating 

Though the above-mentioned Foreword has supplied ns with an 
exhaustive list of Authors referred to ahd named m the Tatlva-sangraha 
and its commentary, one fails to find there the name of Taym who is 
named, and quoted from, in the Commentary on p 12 of the Text, — 
and again in Shantaraksita’s text itself m Verse 1788 One wonders if 
‘Tayin’ is a title of one of the writers already mentioned m the Foreword 
From Text 3320, it would seem as if ‘Tayin’ were only another name for 
Buddha Himself, as Taym is here spoken of as ' Sarvavil’, ‘ omniscient', 
which epithet can apply to the Buddha only , — this same identification 
is indicated also in Texts 3308, 3498, 3501 (which again speaks of Tayin - 
as ‘omniscient’) where the commentary definitely says — ‘ Toy mo hud- 
dhasi/a’ , ‘of Taym the Buddha' 

Under Text 1665, we have a simple explanation of the generally 
accepted principle that a the Cognition apprehending 

what has been already apprehended by another Cognition, is not 
Pramana, — not a valid Cognition The reason provided is that such 
Cognition cannot be the OTVWtW — the most efficient instrument of 
the Apprehension, which has already been brought- about by another 
Instrument, m the shape of the previous Cognition, hence the later 
Cognition cannot be regarded as ynrervsr, ww, which name can 
be applied only to what is the — the htvwHH of the Pramd, 


Apprehension 

I have often felt, — as Vijfianabhiksu also felt — that there was deep 
kinship between ‘Vedanta’ and ‘Buddhist Idealism ’,— the only difference 
of importance being that while the Buddhist Idealist regarded Mann, 
like everything else, to be momentary, though real— more real, at any 
rate, than the External World,— the Vedanta regarded Jiiana,— at least, 
the Highest Jnana, ‘Consciousness’, which is the same as ‘Soul . the 
highest Self, to be the only Beahty— and permanent We have been 
inclined to regard this as an achievement of the Great Shankaracliurya, 
who succeeded thus in reconciling Hinduism and Buddhism and thus 
helping the fusion of the two —It seems however that this feature of the 
‘Vedanta’, this stressing of the ctcrnahty of ’Juana , at anv was 
older than Shanknmoharya-if we admit the date usually assigned to 
uTgl. To, SU. » *«t » ,« «*» • ?££ 

“it , h0 ph.tophm, whom he ell, WSw™™#" ■ 

declares (m Texts 330-331) that the defect- in the plulosophi of the « 
Sccmsistmg only in then regarding nil Joanna, ‘one and eternal 

3 vto fhmmfTSH i ^xtavmg empLLcrf this 

rtdTheS S rthe fusion of the two Philosophies or Religions. 
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This belief is further strengthened by a reference to the B> ahmasiddhi of 
Mandana Mishra, — which is believed to be antenoi to Shankar achurya. 

Under Text 348 we note another parallelism between the Buddhist 
and Vedanta ways of dealing with the ‘Soul’ We know that, in the 
last resort, the Vedantm has recourse to the idea of 
the ‘Soul’ being one of the igffra’q'sfty, Jneiph cable, things. Wo 
find the same idea expiessed by ShdrUaiaksila and his commentator 
under Text 348 The question having been put — “ If no such thing ns the 
Vudgala exists, then how was it that when asked if the Jim was different 
from, or the same as, the Body, the Blessed Loid only vouchsafed the 
answei that ‘this matter has not been explained’, why did not He say 
straight away that ‘there Mas no such thing as the Jlva, Soul, apart 
from the Body ’2” — The only answer given by ShantaiaLsila is that the 
intention of the Compassionate One was the denial of Nashkya (le the 
view that denies the other world and othei Regions), and to this end 
he adopted various methods’ — So that according to this also the Soul 
is something that has ‘not been explained’, is ‘inexplicable’, vifM 

On p 16, line 7 , we find mentioned a ICdvya of the name of Sltaharana , 
the poet’s name is not given 

Under Texts 2671-2673 we have a comparison drawn between the 
Mimamsaka’s and the Buddhist’s idea of Pi alaya , Dissolution. According 
to the former, Dissolution consists in the destiuction of particular 
countries and of particular families or peoples , and there is no such thing 
as Universal Dissolution , theie is no evidence for any such Dissolution 
w ie according to the Buddhist, there is an ‘undeniable Destruction 
a eetmg even Brahma and others, which affects the Veda also , so that 
issolvhon consists in “the 'withdrawal of the energy of Fn e, Water and 
r, extending horizontally ovei the Tnsdhasi a-Mahusahasi a ( *), down- 
war s to the lowest limits of the atmosphenc air, and upwards to 
also” 1 ^ 163 * S *’ a ^ eS Dayana , which affects Brahma and other beings 


ext 2447 speaks of the Parasikas as perceiving nothing wrong m the 
marriage of their mother Does this mean ‘Widow-marnage’ * — or 

me mg worse ? Text 2807 speaks of these Pm asikas as blindly 
adhering to their custom 

is d In , TeXt 2520 th ® Y18w 13 es P r essed that ‘attraction by the Magnet 
MaJTf contact invisible rays of light emanating from the 

know^ 1 Perorating the piece of Iron ’ Does this indicate the 
and m ^ ^ *kat all phenomena relating to Light, Electricity 

agnetism are due to the action of the same ‘Force’ or ‘Fluid’ ® 

0n Texts 2653 ~ 265S > distinguishes between the 
age of the ‘ Arya ’ from that of the * Drdvtda ’ , 
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The two important technical terms of Buddhist philosophy 
’ PratisanLhyanirodha ’ and ‘ Apraltsanlhydmrodha’ have been variously 
understood The commonly-accepted view is that these terms stand for 
‘Conscious’ and ‘Unconscious Destruction’ Texts 2748-2749 bring out 
the other explanation They say — “The two N irodhas are not regarded 
as being of the nature of Destruction, because ‘ Pratisanlhyd-mrodha is 
regarded as ‘Dissociation, one after the other, flora Impurities — brought 
about by Wisdom’, while Api alisankhyd-'niiodha. is that which serves as 
an absolute bar to the appearance of Impurities”, and this latter, 
adds the commentary, is due not to Wisdom, but to the inefficiency of the 
causes productive of the Impurities 

Text 2945 speaks of Mimdmsakas as ‘ Prdchya ’ (or Prochya), does 
this stand for ‘Easterner ’ 7 And does that indicate that Mhrminsa had 
its origin m the countiy to the East of Nftlanda, where ShantaiaKsita 
is believed to have taught 7 This would fit in with common belief that a 
thousand years ago, the small land of Mithila was able to bring together 
nine-hundred Mmiainsakas at any ordinary gathering of Pandits 

The commentary on Text 3018 tells ns of the puce of the Tirana 
flower as curing jaundice, when diopped into the eyes 

Text 3480 has accepted the definition of Dkanrn as uifraj^tfsr 

Texts 3511-35 12 tell us of a ShalM (Eescensional Text) of the 

Veda known as ‘Nimitta’ which speaks of ' Bhagavan-MvmsattamaTi , 

the ‘Blessed Lord, the Best of Sages ’—explained by the commentary 
as Shdkya Muni,— os being ‘ sarvajna’ , ‘omniscient’ 


When I was asked to undertake the translation of the Tattvasangraha 
and its commentary, I agreed to do it, with some because I 

have had no dweet knowledge of the tenets of Buddhist I*>Josophy, 
and I am fully conscious of the need of direct teaching 

from the Teacher’s mouth’, m all important matters -A careful study 
of the Sanskr it Introduction attached to the Text, however, gave me 

lull, ..d » I "» T* ** 

gradually smoothened, and I was enabled to complete the work 

StoSTnot .1 .11 “ "I— « 
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various kinds, — and also the Baptist Mission Press who have carried 
through the printing with their usual efficiency. 

‘Mitels’, GANGANATHA JHA. 

Allahabad, ' 

July 16, 1938 




TEXT 


[By Shanlaraksila ] 

Introduction 

This Tattvasangraha, ' Compendium of True Doctrines ’, is being 
composed after bowing to that Omniscient Pei son, the greatest of 
expounders, who, with a view to bringing about the welfare of the world, — 
propounded the Doctrine of the ‘ Wheel of Intel volvod Causation V — 


1 This term ' Wheel of Inter\ olvecl Causation 1 is a rendering of the technical 
term ‘ pratUya-samulpada ’ , this doctrine forms the very key-stone of that 
Idealistic Philosophy which is propounded m the present treatise The term in 
brief represents the whole Buddhist theory of Causation The following note based 
upon Hr S K Belvalkar’s Book on the ShdnXara-Brahmasutrabhdsya will be found 
helpful The Vynanavddms make all causation an ideal phenomenon The 
causes are divided into direct causes, or causes proper (Heiu), and contributory 
causes or conditions (Pratyaya) The point of this theoiy of Pratltya samutpdda 
may be thus brought out It is enough, the Buddhist would say, that wo are 
able to assign a specific number of causes and conditions, and for each of these 
specific number of causes and conditions, a specific number of other causes and 
conditions which brought each of them into operation at the tunc when, and in 
the manner in which, each of them operated to produce then joint result Fiu thei , 
if in a given instance, a result other than the normal ensues, we can explain what 
other causes beyond the ordinary were functioning, or what ordinary causes had 
ceased to function -This ‘Wheel of Intervened Causation' is made up of the 
following root-causes’, celled ‘ mdanas ' _( 1 ) Avidya, Ignorance, (2) Samskara, 
Latent Dispositions , (3) Vijddna, Individualistic Cognition, (4) Nama-rlpa, 
, Sn ,,f°™ (5) Saddyatana, the six organs (of sensation) , (6) Spars), a. 

Attachment Craving , (9) Updddm, Root-Cause, 

p ZiZZdJJ r’' CharR0tw ’ Birth, (12) Mramarana-shola. 

DeZfr 7 ^ )0oa y — Death — Sorrow — Lament — Suffering — 

fectorDracBri^ °T T ° f th!3 ° ham 0f tW6lve > s inevitably caused by the 

numbeH ^^r^r 68 ° aUB6 ° f ths feotOT Mows ,t Thus 
m mber (12) gnos rise to number (I) , and thus the • Wheel of Causation ’ goes 

ZtLzUrl h m r d,eas r—* Thus * ma r 

Body -si “r ? °? ’• ' wh0le ’’ • ’■ ' Pleasure >, ■ Man 

Dispositions /21-lar t”” 8 r^ ’ 1,1 Mme ’’ and 80 f° rth — produces certain 

Individualist,/* n ° M f‘ ove > Hate and the hke , — this brings about tho false 
(4) m the shape° of* the^iSi^ It 0 ® these anse the four 111 ’ antes and Forms 

Organs to) _t? e a skandk ™, Thought-phases ,— related to these are the Six 
° f Nam6> FOrm “ d constitutes the next 

follows OravmJm -2 T"* f ° UoWS (7) ’ PIeasure and Faul 

m the shape of AW acllmt V (9 >' v-ert.nl and corporeal ,— thence character, 
upon BirthU, Sorrow ®T ent (10 >' wlu * l0 ads to Birth (11) .-consequent 
V ‘ taterXed rartio^ tr 68 “1°^ andDaath ~ T1 — ^at is meant 
Ignorance being the^-ause of&rBi* and^theTieat' ''Ififc*) 1 ” 1 * 9 ^ d 
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nul ‘petulantly of any self-sufficient revelation, supreme mercy having 
enteied into His very soul through long mnumeiable cycles — (5-6) — Tins 
' Wheel of Causation ’ is free from all notions of the functioning of anv 
such cause as ‘ Primordial Matter — ‘ God — both of these (Primordial 
Matter and God), — (Soul, — and such other entities (postulated by 
Philosophers) , — it is mobile , — it is the basis of all such notions as 
' Karma ' (Actions, good and bad), the fruits of acts, the connection 
between these two — (1) — It is devoid of all such concepts as ‘ Quality ’, 
' Substance ‘ Movement *, ‘ Universal ', ‘ Inherence ’, and so on , — it is 
amenable to ‘ words ’ and ‘ cognitions ’ only m an assumed (super- 
imposed) form — (2) — It is definitely cognised by means of two clearly 
defined Means of Cognition , it is not mixed up with the nature of any- 
thing else, even in the slightest degree — (3) — It admits of no transloca- 
tion , it is without beginning and without end , it is like a reflected 
image and other such things , it is absolutely free from the whole 
lot of fantasies , it has not been apprehended by others — (4) — 

Stmilaily the destiuetlou of Ignorance destroys the Dispositions, and so on and 
on, in tlie end comes the de«t motion of Birth nnd its attendant Sorrows and 
Sufferings, Doeuv and Death. 



PAS'JIKA — COMMENTARY 


[By ICainalashila ] 


After reverentially bowing to that World-Teacher, the best of the Knon ers 
of Truth, — who, through mercy, made the World happy bv alleviating the 
sufferings of Birth, Disease, Decat and the rest, — through the nectar of Truths 
obtained by the churning of tho ocean of knov, able things, — the clear * Com- 
mentary ’ on the Compendium of True Doctrines is hereby commenced — (1) 
Dull-witted persons like me are never able to assert anything new , 
st hat path too is there winch lias not been trodden many times by the 
learned ’ Tins effort of mine therefore is purely from the selfish motive 
of acquiring merit , and my mmd proceeds to studv the True Doctrines, 
winch is likely to bear excellent fruit — (2) 

[Page 2 ] Whenever intelligent persons turn towards Philosophy, it is 
only after having fully understood the nature of the subject it deals u ith and 
the purpose it is likely to serve , the grace of C4reat Beings also is the most 
important means of securing all that is good , — bearing these two ideas in mmd, 
the Author, — with a mew to secure the grace of the Blessed Lord, and to urge 
the listeners to seriously undertake the study of the Philosophy herein set 
forth,— first of all offers his worshipful obeisance to Ins Teacher, and then 
states the Subject-matter and Propose of Ins work, by means of the verses 
beginning with the term ‘ Prakiti ' and ending with the words ' Knyate 
tattmsangrahah’ 


The justification for this lies in the fact that, if the Subject of the treatise 
had not been stated, the intelligent enquirer might suspect it to be of no 
use and hence would not undertake even to listen to it, it is necessary 
therefore that the Subject should be stated • 

Even so, though the Subject would be known, it might be suspected 
that the Teaching herein set forth serves Ho useful purpose,— being like 
such teachings as those dealing with investigations into the matter of 
the ' teeth of crows ’ , and if so, then intelligent enquirers would not 
care even to listen to it,— lienee m order to lead the intelligent 
enquirer to take up its study, it is necessary that at the very outset, 
the Purpose should be stated In fact, it is the purpose, the motive, 
that forms the principal factor in all activity, and it is only when 
ie person listening to the Teaching desires to secure for himself the purpose 
, . ® Teachm g w calculated to serve, that he betakes himself to the act-on 

J* U ' Pur POse of the Teaching also could not be asserted 
Teaching tmg T Sub}ect ’ henoe - for the purpose of showing that the 
Sublet y a meanS ° £ acoom Phshmg the desired purpose, the 

can be n Ti! atet * P UT P ose agam should be shown to.be such as 

nlishprl , CCnm ^ s e< ^ by suitable means, and not one that cannot be accom- 
b e hke T an3 0therwlse ' the sotting forth of the Teaohmg would 

Great SeLntKm 116 SeCUrmS ° f the crest 'J ewel of T ^ala the 

P t-Kmg is a means of curing the effects of poison ’ , and in that 
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on-c. even though the Pm pose Mould bo there, if the employment of the 
ineitn 1 - of accomplishing it weio found to bo impossiblo of ovoeution, the 
intelligent etiquuei Mould novor undortnlco any activity towards eucli a 
purpose It is to tlue cflcct that tvo have the follou mg declaration — ‘ Every 
m\i -ligation (mid touching) should lie earned on in tin-involved (simple), 
him 1 1 in ins olied, language, mid it should mention the purpose of man 
(utkuliUcd to bo sened b\ it) and also Iho Mutable moans relevant thereto ’ 
— 1 1 ms for these reasons, tho assertion of the Subject -mailer and other 


things is neeossan for securing tho activity (of tho intelligent onquiror) 

Objection — “Tho uctiviti of all intelligent poisons arises fiom 
definite indubitable cognition, and dofimto indubitable cognition can follow 
only fiom n valid means of light cognition, tho assertion in the test of the 
Pm pose of the Tieatiso can lia\e no lnliditi ab a mtans of light cognition of 
such external 1 lungs ns the subject -mat tei of the Tiontise, for tho simple 
renson thnt theio is lio sort of constant relationship (between the said 
assertion mid external things) For instance, thev are not related by the 
relation of Idonlitj, ns tho two mo entirelj chfforent from one another — 
Nor can the relation between them bo that of one being produced by the 
other , because the only thing that produces tho assertion is the desire to 
speak (in tho speaker) Any cognition regarding the subject of enquiry 
that would bo produced by an assertion not related to it cannot be 


valid, ns such valid, t\ would be liable to most undesirable contingencies — 
Though lt is true that the assertion may be legnrded ns a Valid means 
of know mg tlie desire to speak, — yot it could never form an auxiliary 
factor m tho activity of the intelligent investigator , becauso as a matter 
of fact, oven though people may desire to say things at one time, yet when 
the tune fo. action comes, they do not always act in exact accordance 
with what they have spoken , ns a matter of fact, it is often found that tho 
action of men is not always m strict accordance with their intentions If 
notions Idee those m question were valid, then it might be possible to comp.le 
Teachings contrary to tho declaration (of purpose) made previously — 
Further! for a person who already knows the purpose of the Teaching, am 
assertion of tho purpose would be absolutely futile , as bis activity (towards 
Z sZy of the Teachings) would be already aroused by bis prove™ 
1-now ledge —On the other hand, for the man who has been already convinced, 

only for the sake of argument, V6r< m the case of 

by the statement of purpose) , as a agency 

men of limited intuitions (and — Tor^thisive of, the 
prior to their activity as would be either condu iv , P through 

purpose and other details relating to the rod ■”£££ * ^ § J detalls , 
such an agency that they cou cogms nr) _ mse( j by ordinary men only 
for the simple reason that all these can gm y agger tion m the 
through (and after) the activity -It may be then that the 
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Text is meant for the person who is not already cognisant of the Purpose 
and other details related to the Teaching But foi an intelligent enquirer, 
any such assertion would arouse a doubt, and bung no \nlid definite cog- 
nition, for the simple reason that the assertion is not a lehable souice of 
knowledge And so far as tha doubt is concerned, it is already there, e\en 
before the assertion in question So that the declaration of the Purpose 
and other details lelatmg to the Teaching is entnely futile ’’ 

[Page 3 ] Our answer to the above is as follows — It has been argued 
that “ the activity of all intelligent persons arises fiom a definite indubitable 
cognition ” — This is not tiue , because as o mattoi of fact, activity is found 


to follow from doubtful cognition also , as in the ease of agriculturists and the 
like — It might be argued that — “ Though m the minds of the agriculturists 
theie might be some doubt regarding the likely fruit of their labouis, vet 
the definite cognition is always present that the means going to be employed 
are such as would brmg that fruit , so that the activity of these people also 
is based upon a definite cognition V — Tins however is not right All that is 
germane to the present discussion is the view (assorted by us) that when, a 
man undertakes an activity for a certain purpose, this activity is found to 
anse also from an uncertain cognition of that purpose , and m the case in 


question, when the agriculturist betakes himself to agriculture, he does 
not do so, for the purpose of the means of attaining tlip real end, — on the 
basis whereof the opponent aigues that the agriculturist’s activity is due to 
his definite cognition of the means , as a matter of fact the agucultumt 
betakes himself to the activity for the purpose of attaining the fruit (reaping 
of Harvest) , m regard to this Fruit, thore is always a possibility of obstacles 
coming in the way, there can be no definite indubitable cognition m the 
mind of the operator , henee the activity must be regarded as proceeding 
only from a doubtful cognition.— As regards the first step in the activity of 
lese people winch has been held to be prompted by the definite cognition 
ie means of accomplishing the fruit, — there can, in fact, he no definitely 
C6 f 1 i c °® m * J0n the Means also , for the simple reason that the activity 
Mo r purpose itself Further, even if the well-defined cognition of the 
th^mt t a0COmphShraent Were t!lSre ’ 14 Could corae m on 'y reference to 
futmTwt^ h0,10 , e 11 W0UW ^ b6 111 the f0 ™ ‘ and such a 
most cerbunlv 9 a °°° I "P Ushed bv thls ’.—or in the form ‘ this will 

rSa and ' SUCh aUd SUCh " r6Sult ’ lf there are “ facies 
tn-0 foITdoes n, 18 n ° !a ° k 0f alds ’ -The former of these 

a certain ru-ru,, a PP ear to of the right form , because even though 
aids mav 1 " 10 " aS bkely t0 be met b >' obstacles and lack of auxiliary 

ntrrrsr'n t fl * a '"" 1 *• "»» “ s 

of the means m l 16 haS not vet actual,y see " the efficiency 

element of uncertainty ° T^ths! T TT™ ’ T *“* there WlU al " ays be au 
regaid to an effert \ i ** os effect, theie is the following declaration— 1 Hn 

>u the n„M, m 9 h ,S f PTOn0 ‘° modlfioat ion, there is no infallibility 

Ukohhood of IS;, I ^ ° r tlle 6ffi0,6ncv ’ ™ ce thele » the 

of the two forms (of u ell dfir" Unpedlments or °PPmg up ’ — If the latter 

Phsh such and sSi Sh d tlwr ‘ * ^ ‘ th “ 

a result ,f there are no obstacles m the wav an d there is 
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no lock of auxiliary aids ’), bo tho ono that is accepted {by tho Opponent), 
— thon tins is surolv tho moro reasonable of tho tw o , aB it ib m this form that 
nil such activity appears ns is procedod nnd prompted by right cognition 
Tt is for this v orv ronson that our Teachers nlwajs lay down tho qualification 
of ' possible oflloionct ’ — in tho form * such nnd such a thing is hlely to be 
effluent if there ir no impediment * But oven so, thero is no certainty in tho 
cognition that ‘such and such a fruit must como out of such and such activity 1 , 
so that thero can bo no certainty regarding tho means being really efficient 
Nor v mild it bo true to hold flint even under such activity, the activity that 
rcnllv follows is alum s preceded by the certain cognition of the fruit , because 
under tho philosophy of our opponents, it is impossible to bo sure of the 
nbsonco of impediments nnd obstacles 

TJio following nrgnment mnv bo urged bj’ tho Opponent — “ Though in 
reality, it is not possible to hn\o n certain cognition regarding tho absence 
of impediments, jot in every ncti\ity nroused by valid cognitions, the idea is 
always present tlmt ‘if thero bo no impediments, then the attainment of 
tho desired fruit by tlus notion of nuno would be certain ’, but there is no such 
certainty in tho caso of activity arising from wrong cognitions, if it were, 
then thero would bo no difforeneo between the activity arising from nght 


and that arising from wrong cognitions Even so, however, this certainty 
cannot proceed from a moro assertion , because in regard to all external 
tilings, verbal statements arc alw ays found to bo unreliable ” 

This is true , but if it w ere proved that no activity of on intelligent 
porson is aroused bj an assertion, then all tlus would be as stated (by the 
opponent) As a matter of fact, liowov or, some people nro actually found to 
betako themselves to activity on bomg urged to it by mere assertion (scrip- 


tural), — such activity ns consists in acting or desisting from action in connection 
with acts conducive to imperceptible (transcendental) results, tho assertion 
hoard in the caso would bo one giving expression either to great hopes (of 
welfare resulting from tho doing of an act) or fears (of calamity resulting from 
tho act which is declared ns one to be avoided) , nnd these persons are, under 
the circumstances, unable to sit idle nnd wait for being assured of the validity 
of tho verbal assertion (Scripture) concerned And yet, by undertaking 
such activity these persons do not cense to be ‘intelligent 1 , ns the activity 
is still undertaken on the understanding that it is a means to the desired end , 
specially ns n matter of fact, in regard to all imperceptible tlifegs, no activity 
is possible except on the basis of trustworthy assertion (Scriptures) , and 
yet it is necessary that the activity should be undertaken on the basis of 
the assertion It is only when persons accept such assertions 
as stand self-condemned, and act according to them, t iat they would be pe on 
acting without proper understanding On the other hand, if ^ey accept 
such assertion, as are act self-condemned and act -cord^y how o*M 

they cease to be intelligent agents? specially m ,7^™ ^IdTot 
wnrfliv assertion is the sole means of cognition available— It would not 
ZcZect to Z that 1 the Scripture being composed by a Superior Person 
the man concerned becomes actually convmced of ^ 
assertion, and it is on the basis of tlus certainty that h 

-because for the other (Non-Buddh.st,c) systems, it is impossible to pro 
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the existence of any such Superior Person And yet, it is not that, even 
intelligent persons do not act on the strength of scriptures. 

Exactly so, in the case in question (of our text), there would be intelligent 
enquirers who would undertake the activity of studying the Teachings, on 
hearing the assertion (of the writer) regarding the purpose to be served, 
specially when there is nothing to contradict (and shake the validity of) such 
assertion. It is only through an impelling cause that man betakes himself to 
an activity, and in the case m question there ib no other impelling cause 
(than the assertion) , for the simple reason that prior to the promulgation of 
the Teachings, any activity would be absolutely beyond our ken. 

It has been argued by the Opponent that — “ though it is true that the 


assertion may be regarded as the valid means of knowing the desire to apeak, 
yet it could ne'ver form an auxiliary faotor in the activity of the intelligent 
investigator ” (Text, page 2, line 20) — There is nothing in this argument ; 
because as a matter of fact, people are actually found to bo accomplishing, by 
means of scriptures, their purpose m exact accordance with what was meant 
to be asserted therein On the same analogy, m the present instance also, it 
is just possible that the asserted purpose may be fulfilled , and on the basis 
of this, if the intelligent person were to take up an activity, who could prevent 
^ ura ’ ^ or would it be right to say that the man would refrain from the 
activity merely on account of the doubt that the avowed purpose may not be 
fulfilled by the asserted means, because activities often arise from assertions 


even m eases where there is doubt regarding the fulfilment of the avowed 
purpose If that were not so, then, even in a oaso where the activity arises out 
of a valid cognition, it is just possible that there may be doubts regarding the 
P n ° f tUe purpose bmtl S fulfilled , so that there would be no activity at 

?, u Wl11 14 be rigbt t0 bold that the man n i a v desist from activity 
through fear of someevil resulting from it Becauseitisabsolutelvimpossible 
tor any endurable result to follow from the Scripture —Nor will it be right 
to say that there would be fear of the undesirable result m the shape of not 

of aU IctivitiM SirC<e ^ Bs ° altS6 Such fear wcrald be P re sent in the case 


theil h rirSl (0nI> 2 ' L 27 ° f thS b ® ** 

of the 6 TeXt n m9ant {or the person who is not already cognisant 

2£ ° ther t tailS related the -This isTaoUy 

final issue nnor tcTfh^ Ut ’ eVBn tbou S b there is a doubt regardmg the 
Tr J17i P Z t0 the aSSBrt,0 “ ° £ purpose, -this doubt is present 
to serve any usefuTn gB “ 0 ™ 1 ’ 08 to whether the act m question is going 
that there should ^ ° ,° r ** 18 absolute ly useless. Nor is it right 

purpoog might h , lV1 ^ rner0 "" 0n a doubtful chance that some useful 
TXectZZt’ " lf 14 WWe 80 ’ then th6 ' B ™ ld be in all 

-[Ah this is true] but what “ geneml " n ® V6r what 18 desired, 

from even an uncertain ctlT ^ 18 that tho ac <™ty does follow 

accomplished through a vaTcT * partloular purpose ilkel y to be 

11 It is onlv m p ticular well-defined means calculated to accomplish 

act to bring about th" 19 ° ase8 that p60 P le seekmg for a purpose take up an 

because WOuMta * dtotto fulfilment of that puipos^ 

general rule, it is the fulfilment of the purpose itse^T* 
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desired — Prior to the assertion of the purpose, there is nothing to bring 
about any doubtful cognition regarding that particular purpose, — on the 
basis whereof one could give up one Scripture and take up anotliei 

[ Page o ] Says theOpponeut — “ The very desn e for a particular purpose 
is already there from before (the assertion) , and it is this desue that serves 
to arouse the doubtful possibility that that particular purpose may be served 
(by the activity in question) For instance, v. hen a man’s mind is taken 
up by the desire for a pni ticular purpose, the working of lus mind is somewhat 
like tins — Is this (act that I intend to take up) conducive to the accomplish- 
ment of the purpose that I hav e m \ lew Or to that of some other purpose 9 
Or is it absolutely useless 9 — So long as there is no proof in support of, or 
against, any of these alternativ es, all of them are equally logical Tins 
uncertainty is also due to tho fact that there are other scriptures (than the one 
in question) which hold forth other purposes — From all tins it follows that, 
even before the asseition of puipose, the doubtful possibility regarding the 
particular purpose is already there, and hence the putting forward of the 


assertion of the pui pose of the work is entirely useless ” _ 

All this is not tiue Though it is true that the desire for a particular 
purpose also becomes a source of uncertain idea of possibility, yet, such 
desire does not present itself before all moil , because, it never presents itself 
before persons who are illiterate and of dull intelligence Foi instance. Eman- 
cipation is well known as the highest end of man, and yet there are some 
illiterate persons who do not know this highest end of man as an end desired 
by man at all, and naturally these people would never seek for it— Nor 
is it right to say that the desire for a particular purpose, presenting itself 
before a man, becomes the source of an uncertain cognition regarding that 
particular purpose , because as a matter of fact, all effects are dependent 
upon the actual presence of their cause If the said desire for a particular 
purpose presents itself before some persons,— even so, it does not give rise 
to any particular uncertain cognition which would lead the persons to have 
recourse to certain definite means for the accomplishment of the said purpose, 
and to eschew other means Because in all cases, uncertain cognitions can 
reasonably be attributed only to the circumstance that there are no proots 
either for or against the cognition m question But this alone cannot be 
held to be the cause of the activity of man , as, if it w ere so, then there would 
be such activity m all cases , and yet it is not possible for any one to have 
recourse to activity everywhere in all cases, hence even persons desiring 
a particular fruit, not knowing of any- definite means of attaining i,w 
remain neutral (inactive) Thus then, just as scriptures Wei been i 

pounded J,— 

have recourse to, ^ ^ fOTth I3 the purpo se of this Teaching alone, 

And by tins method n toQ who hears t ] us assertion made lias 

th^ idea tit ‘it is just possible that tins particular purpose may he fulfilled 
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. , thls ldea arismg from the assertion of the particular purpose 

,ml, from the oral- *• J 

lures m regard to thrngs eut.rely beyond the ken of man -It h to these 
reasons that the Text lias set forth the assertion of the Purpose of the Teaching 

« »<«•»»> *- , o r"d 

the act of propounding the Scripture in regard to things absolutely bet end 
the ken of man would also be useless , because even prior to the propounding 
of such Scriptures, the uncertain idea of possibility of the particular results 
being obtained is already there, in connection with such acts as those of 
Charity and the like, specially while there are no proofs either for, or against, 
such an idea This however is not possible in the case of people 
who have no idea of such friuts of action as 1 Heaven ’ and the like , foi the 
simple reason that the prompting cause, m the shape of tho desire for the 
particular fruit, cannot be present before the mind’s eye of the persons con- 
cerned. Even for those persons who have such fruits before their nrnid’s eye, 
as the resultant prompting would operate equally towards even such acts 
as the eating of stones and the like, it would seem to be unable to lead to 
recourse being had to any definite means towards that end , and it is for 
tins latter purpose that the compilers of Scriptures proceed to compile the 
Scriptures , and on the same analogy, the authors of philosophical teachings 
also state the purpose of their works — Thus there is no force in the objection 
put forward (by the Opponent) — Nor have we come across any other treatise 
setting forth the purpose in question, — on the basis \sheieof there might 
be an idea of the possibility of the desired purpose being accomplished 
So long as some other Treatise were available wherein the means of fulfilling 
the said purpose is set forth, no intelligent person would care to compose 
another treatise for the same purpose , for if he did, he would cease to be 
intelligent From this it follows tliat the knowledge derived from other 


treatises also cannot be regarded as giving rise to the idea of the possibility 
of any particular purpose in question being accomplished, and hence for 
the purpose of bringing about the activity of Ins hearers, the authoi sets 
forth the declaration of the purpose (of his work). 

Some people have sought to justify the assertion of Purpose on the 
following grounds “ It might be argued by the opponent that the 
assertion of the Purpose and other details cannot serve the purpose of 


securing the activity of the hearers, because all tliat such a statement 
does is to bring about the idea of mere possibility (of the purpose bemg 
accomplished by the means going to be prescribed m the treatise), and 
it is not possible for any intelligent person to undertake an activity 
merely on the ground of the possibility, but (at the same time), no work 
should be undertaken which has no purpose m view and which is useless , 
such work, for instance, as the examining of the crow’s teeth or the bablmga 
o! the lunatic, — the present Treatise has, as a matter of fact, no purpose 
to serve , hence no one should either compose it or even listen to it — The 
pponent who urges the above objection on the basis of the unusual proposi- 
tion set forth, has to be met by proving the invalidity of the Reason put 
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forward by him , and to this end it is necessary, at the very outset, to set 
forth the Purpose and other details ” 

This justification however does not appear to be right and proper Be- 
cause it has been already proved that the idea of mere possibility also gives 
rise to activity , and it is futile too to point out the invalidity (of the Beason 
put forward bv the Opponent) The urging of this invalidity would have 
served a useful purpose if the assertion in question were to lead to any activity 
on the part of the Opponent As a matter of fact, however, even when the 
said invalidity has been urged, it would not bring about any conclusive 
knowledge of the truth on the basis of the said premiss (of the Opponent) 
to' the mind of any intelligent per son , on the basis of which knowledge he 
could undertake any activity Because the assertion remains as unreliable 
as before , and, under your view, it is not possible for any aotivity of the 
intelligent agent to be prompted by the notion of mere possibility (of a purpose 
being served by the activity) Hence anv urging of the said invalidity would 
be absolutely useless Nor does any intelligent person, without knowing 
the body of the Teachings of a Treatise, all at random make up his mind regard- 
ing the invalidity of a Reason and proceed to oppose it on that account Nor, 
on account of that opposition, does the author of the Treatise, though fully 
cognisant of the purpose to be served by it, desist from the composing of 
the Treatise , nor again does his listener (or reader), if he is intelligent 
in his dealings, necessarily desist from listening to (or reading) the Teachings 
which have not yet been set forth , — and it is only if these two contingencies 
were possible that there would be some point m pointing out the fallacy m the 
reasoning of the Opponent It will not be right to say that a man who is not 
intelligent in his dealings may suddenly grasp the fallacy himself, or be made 
by others to grasp it,~and hence the fallacy is to be pointed out for the benefit 


of such a person . . _ . . 

If the prompter of the activity of such a person does not form pert of 
the Treatise, then the indicating of the fallacy for his benefit would be abso- 
lutely futile, otherwise, there would be no end to such aimless argumenta- 
tion There are many persons who gd on makmg most ’“ooherent a ss ertions 
and if the Treatise were to make it its business to expose the WPrt} 
of those assertions, then it would have to say much that is o ™ » » 

From all this it follows that m the beginning of a treatise ^eronem no 
he anv useless indication of fallacies, or of too much of aimless assertions, 
and all that is necessary is to describe the fruit expected to follow from t e 
activities of the body of hearers And why shtmld not this " 

- for one who does whL 

has been aheady explained 


ab0V Thus it stands established that the — 

purpose, etc isfor the of the author himself, because the 

hearers (pupils), and not for th lus Qwn WO rds If it were 

Teacher’s own acfavit.es are P hke the babhngs of a lunatic 

otherwise, his words would be enter y mharmaUrti) in the Nyaya- 

—Though it has been declared by the leacner 
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mXntaenceloi One’s Own Sake nlto)> __ xe t this has «•* b "™ M " <1 

marf, mn^wds^ lead tote mdvd mfe rci wo; it refer* to Uto 

with iderence to any outwardly P ‘ inm d, becmiscln/crcnrc/monc* 
reasoning that is corned on in tbo ( (W)d not the vcrbnltv expiated 

own sale n a'"“> 5 m tl10 orm ° , ( m n, c enmo woil; r ‘) '<> 

form) -Another statement that 1m hcon inode (m rf ^ tV 

effect ' Pray ah pnUrtasJictfcli, etc. , i P d , Imto 

teaching available for such other persons as have U» roi 

mid jealousy Tins point need not ho stressed any i • ^ ^ ^ ^ 

brm gf„So!ito7l“ 

SCtTZfJS “fJ“t “X 

perceiv e anything wrong m the qualities delineated , and being °®P’^ n ” 0 0 

Lt that such qualities as Wisdom and the like become imprm ed bt practice 
they come to conclude that, on the basis of tlio evidence m support 
of the existence of the Seer of Supersensmus Things going to ho desert led it 
is possible that similarly equipped wise men may appear m the world , nni 
even under this belief, they bring upon themselves the Oracc of the Blessed 
Lord, and through that Grace, tliev acquire some of thoso qualities, they 
turavuth respect to exammo and imbibe His teachings and Treatises based 
upon those teachings , in this way, there arise m him all thoso elements of 
wiBdom which consist of Shruiamayi (Memory) and the rest, whereby they 
attain the Highest Good Thus the Grace of Great Beings is the principal 
cause of the attainment of all blessings It is for this reason that when 
treatises are composed on the basis of the teachings of well-known Teachers, 
the authors of thoso treatises, at the very outset of their work, almost nlwnj s 
offer worshipful oheisanoe to their own Teacher , specially as such obcisnnco 
forms, to a certain extent, a factor in the activity of the writer It is to tlus 
effect that we have the declaration that — 1 when one desires to compose a 
treatise he begins with the offering of obeisance to his own Teacher, with 
a view to make known his greatness to the world’ — Thus it becomes 
established that the offering of worshipful obeisance to the Teacher is not 


It is this worshipful obeisance to the Teacher that has been indicated 
bv the words of the Text ending with the expression * tarn pranamya ' after 
homing to That Person ’ 

The expression ‘ the Compendium of True Doctrines is being composed ' 
sets forth the subject-matter and Purpose of the Treatise The subject- 
matter of the Treatise consists of the True Doctrines in the shape of the 
absence of the operation of Primordial Matter and other agencies, as quali- 


fy! ivu* 38 jactations are not traceable m the well-known Nydyabmdu of Dkarma- 
' '* 1 ■ Edition The second quotation therefore cannot be understood, nor 
ms bearing upon the present discussion. 
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sentences (statements) , and this is too well known to noed to be put forward 
as the Purpose (of the statement) , specially ns the Treatise also forms no 
exception to this universal fact. 

It may be argued that — “ it would bo necessary to put it forward, 
for the purpose of precluding the doubt that what is meant to be express- 
ed is not expressed by the sentence (Treatise) at all ” — But that is not 
so, as the said doubt is precluded by the mere assertion of the mean- 
ing (or subject) — Kor should the indication of the Purpose be needed for 
the pointing out of the particular phase of the subject-matter, because 
e\en tins particular phase has been pointed out by the direct assertion 


of that phase Hence what has to be indicated is that specific action which 
is peculiar to the case m question. And m the case of the present Treatise, 
this specific action is present m the form of the compiling of the true doctrmes , 
as what tins Treatise does is to compile, bring together to the mind, the 
True Doctrmes scattered here and there (m the Scriptures) Hence it is that 
tins Eame peculiar action lias been indicated (by the Author) by means of 
the term ‘ Sangraha ' ( Compilation , Compendium) — Of this action of compiling 
the True Doctrmes, the fruit would consist of the easy comprehension of the 
True Doctrmes by generations of learners , tins also has been made clear by 
the term ‘ Sangraha ’ (Compilation, Compendium) When the True Doctrine 
is briefly set forth m one place, the learner finds it easy of comprehension, 
which becomes difficult when the doctrine lies scattered, it is with a 
view to this that the Author has used the term ‘ Sangraha ’ m the sense of 
the easily comprehensible Compendium, and thereby shown that the work 
is being undertaken for the purpose of bringing about the easy comprehension 
of the True Doctrmes —Mere comprehension of the True Doctrines is not 
the only purpose of composing the Treatise , as such an attempt would be 
useless, inasmuch as the exposition of the True Doctrine has already been 
done by older Teachers Hence in the present Treatise there is the further 
motive of helping others , as the composing of Treatises is always for the benefit 
of other people Even though the True Doctrines have been duly set forth 
ySt ’ thS dull - mtted atud * nt 18 unable to grasp them 
such a sir “ f the “ bemg SCattered ’ heaae IS for the benefit of 

e h h rrV n 7 t0 6nable ^ t0 COm P reh ™ d the doctrines With 
ease, that tins Compendium of True Doctrmes is taken up so that it can 

Tteken r« h T V16W that the °° mpo8m 6 oi the Treatise 

(C'ornrjilnfm r ^ J ^ TeXt !las l,secI tl:e term ‘ tattvasangi a hah ’ 
K' 7 he :\ t C T P ^ ° f the Doctrines) — If such were not 

" Sed thB PhlaS6 ' KnVat * hayah’, 

has put it if l ? -a B octnnes 1B bemg done ’ — In the way that the writer 
Is tWv , 9n ° leady mdl0ated what ^ intends to do bZX 

Compiling r!^ 1 ' 6 oTT™ M ° f the acbon of 

Doctrmes also ZI TT tluS 6aSy co “P^ension of the True 
Of Prosperity ; n f t L' 3 K , U ! tber PUrp ° SB> m tha form o£ the attamment 
It has not been mtnUoned T fc p T ^ however 13 wel1 known, hence 

that the knowledge oJ Tn^ t!! Welll “ ,owri among a11 ***» (Believers) 
Good g T th brm & 8 about Prosperity and the Highest 
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the former , if it did, then it would lead to absurdities Hence, inasmuch as 
the Connection is already got at by implication, it is not necessary to state 
it separately from the Subject and the Purpose , one thing deserves to be 
stated separately from another only when one is not understood (implied) 
by the statement of the other , for instance, as between the Subject and the 
Purpose, the mention of one does not imply the other Nor is it possible that 
even on the mention of the Purpose, the said Connection should not be 
implied Hence it is necessary to mention the Subject and the Purpose only 
[Pope 10 ] That such is the Subject and such the Purpose has not been 
extracted as the meaning of any sentences in the Text, it has been ex- 
plained by taking certain parts of the sentences and deducing from them 
the said idea What the Sentence as a whole means is only that the said 
Compendium is being composed Thus, inasmuch as the indication of the 
Subject and such other factors is got at from the Sentence only by way of 
implication, and that also as secondary factors, — there is nothing incongruous 
in their being thus expressed by the Sentence , there is an incongruity only 
when several factors are regarded as entering mto the primary meaning of 
the Sentence, and not when a distinction is mode between what is primary 
and secondary among the factors expressed 


Objection —“When the Blessed Lord is the abode of illimitable good 
qualities, why should His eulogy be proclaimed only on the basis of the 
teaching of the ‘ Inter volved Wheel of Causation ’ ? ” 

There is no force m this objection ; as such an objection could be 
urged against all eulogies. It can never be possible to declare the worshipful 
obeisance to any Person by indicating all his illimitable qualities , it has 
o be done through the indicating of only a part of those qualities, lienee, 
m the present case, the obeisance could be stated either through the mention 
of the Teaching of ‘the Intervolved Wheel of Causation’, or m any other 
w &y » it would make no difference 

S0 : h0W6V6r ’ we P roceed to esplam the peculiar propriety m the 

aLe World T™T ta ^ d ° f faot ' the Bles?ed Lord » regarded 

steted^hT k e “ ,U8e ' by reason of the presence m Him of the Qualities 

“;/L;r hn ° f 'T erity aUd the a § hesfc ^od, hence that same 
“ ? ! mentioned as the goal to he reached by persons seeking 

UrfrjTTt m t Si Good fi-drng their reborn the BkZd 

Causation 1 that the d ° 0trme o{ ‘ the ^tervolved Wheel of 
Good For ln sf BleS3ed Bord leads people to Prosperity and the Highest 

volved Whedofcal ™ ?? ° £ the true d -*me of the ‘liter- 

that doctrine the Tn ^ dU ® com P rehens mn of the sense of 

Act, ,tsp ralts ' th r: e T S th l " Sht kn ° Wledge 01 suoh thm S s as the 
of attaint °CZt 7 °° iorth ’~ M knowledge is the means 

of the • P^Ja’ n, of also the right understanding 

mg becomes the men * doatrme of ‘ No-Soul which understand- 

obout through the oto rT attainmeat of the Hl S he ^ Good, and comes 
ugh the process of hearing the Teaching, pondering over it and medi- 
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tatmg on it , — on tho apponrnnco of this understanding, Ignorance, which 
is tho causo of tho cycle of Birth and Rebirth, ceases , on the cessation of 
Ignorance, tho root of tins Ignorance also disappears, — tins root consisting of 
all Afflictions nnd all that conceals the things to be known, — and on tho dis- 
appearance of this obscuration, tho Pmol Aim is attained Thus it is that 
tho doctnno of Mho Intorvolved Wheel of Causation’ forms tho most im- 
portant factor in tho oxcollont teaching of tho Blessed Lord , it is for this 
ronson that tho eulogy of tho Lord has boon declared through His being 
tho promulgator of the Right Doctrine of tho ‘Intorvolved Wheel of Causa- 
tion’ 

This doctrine of tho 'Intervolved Wheel of Causotion ’ lias been regarded 
by othor philosopliors as opposed to reason nnd also as having its contents 
such ns aro contrary to all valid Means of Cognition — Hence it becomes 
necessary to refute those criticisms nnd thereby to show that what the 
Blessed Lord has taught is absolutely right , to tins end it is necessary to 
lcfute tho content of tho Philosophies gomg to be described, — and for tins 
puiposa thoro is a statement of the qualifications nnd details of the doctrine 
of tho ‘Intorvolved Wheel of Causation ’ — Such is tho meaning of the six 
Intioductory Verses as a whole 


Tho moaning of tho component parts of tho Introduction is now going 
to be explained —Throughout the Introduction, beginning with the words 
‘ P, alrtishohhayalmadivyapSraralutam, etc', the construction is n He VV o 
propounded the doctnno of the Interuolved Wheel of Causation, which is 
lahtia, free, from all such notions as those of PraUti and, the rest The term 
'vraUli' stands for tho Primordial Matter, which has been postulated by tile 
//nul as constituted of Satina (Harmony), Rajas (Energy) and Tomas 
(Inertia) — ' hha ’ stands for God — ‘ Vbhaya ’ stands for both of these (Hotter 
God) -•ItmS', ‘Soul’, stands for the One Personality who creates 
and destroys tho world, as also for the Personalities other than this who are 
hor/nnd reborn ,—'A<h ’ is meant to include such supposed entities as Time 
TZ rest -the • vjmpo.ro, ‘ functioning ’, of these, stands for tho causal 
efficiency of 'those -The doctrine » 

of no functioning of the ™ P ^° S ? Thjg ^ has aot been produced 

following assertion of the Blessed Lor ^ jt P 0Volved out o£ Primordial 

by itself, nor by both, nor y » gev6ra] cmse a, nor has it come about 
Matter, nor has it been d«P d the section on examination of the doctrines 

Lord taught,— is it something p ®™ ia ^ 0 ^ BIieatj j e momentary , whnt is 
Answer— Not so , it is mobile , , P ■ be , rooblle . 0 n tins point 

meant is that anytlung not momentary * e4 Lord _. AI1 embellishments 

there is the following action by things that are imper- 

are momentary , how can there o x 
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manent ’ Mere Being is said to be thoir solo function ns w oil ns Cause ’ — 
This pouits to the section on the Permanence of Things (Chapter 8, faolon ) 

Objection — “ If this is so, then the Intel coined Wheel of Causal ion cannot 
be regarded as the basis of any adjustments regarding Act, its Fruit and tho 
Connection between them, and such other things , as ex hypolkesi, the said 
Wheel is mobile (momentary).” 

The answer is supplied by the second line of the first verse of the Text — 
‘ Karma, etc \ ‘ It is the basis of such notions as Actions, etc ’ — What tho 
Text means is that this shall be explained later on In tlus connection 
‘ Actions ’ are good and bad, their ‘ fruits ’ are desirable and undesirable, and the 
‘ connection ’ between them is that of the product and the produced (cause and 
effect), the ‘notion’ of tins is its adjustment, usage, arrangement — Tho 
term 1 ddi (‘ and the rest’) in the Text includes all such notions as those 
of Bemembrance, Heeogmtion, Uncertainty, Ceitamty, tho Following up of a 
self-appointed Task, Eagerness for perceptible things, Cessation of such 
eagerness, the Relation of Cause and Effect, the Cogmser of these, the Means 
of Cognition, Bondage, Emancipation and so forth The said ‘ Wheel ’ 
is the ‘ basis ’ of all these , — such is the analysis of the compound — To this 
effect there is the following declaration of the Blessed Lord—' 1 O Bhihsus 
the Action is there, the Fruit is there, but the Actor is not found, — apart 
from the ‘ indication ’ (Sanketa) of the 1 Principles and Practices ’ (Dharmas) 
—who renounces these ‘Sensorial Phases’ (Skandhas) and takes up 
others So that it is due to the indication of the ‘ Principles and Practices ’ 
that a certain thing comes about when another thing is there (as its cause) ” 
-This points to the Chapter on Actions, their Fruits and the Connec- 
tion between these (Ohapter 9, below) -This Intel solved Wheel of Causation 
s ou d be understood as appertaining to the Sensorial Phases (Skandhas), 
Phenomena (Dhdtus) and the ‘ Receptacles ’ (Ayatanas) ; as it is these that 
are produced by the Intervolved Wheel of Causation —(1) 


QuJJvlhfJ. <3uestw ’ l "“ There are man J' suoh things as Substance, 
to these 7 ■■ “ d ® r6St ’ Why does not tlle Wheel Causation apply 

term ‘guna ^etc’^'n'T^ If 16 ; 1 ^ 2 ° f ™ 2> be S mmtl g wth the 
term ‘e una— ^ ali such conce P ls as Quality, etc ’—The 

ZvZr mcluZTT V C ° PUlatlVe Compound, -the term >ti 
as the Lower (Narrower) —th* f U “ V0ra ? 1 ’ i the a g her (Wider) as well 
(1) ‘ Specific Individual t > n tBrm '* ' alld so on ’> eludes the 
by the Vaxshesika) V21 Subaia ^ m 8 m ultlmate substances (as postulated 
as distinct from the th u h ° S8 oharaot onst.cs which some people describe 
of ‘ Being ’ rSsS ^ th ° S6 cba ™tenstics,-e.g the character 

character^ of being arm'eh S ‘ X Cate S ones ( of the VaishZsik a), the 

the apprehension of P e^ h t end l d i, by ^ suohMeans o{ Cognition as bring about 
the term ‘ guna . , samm^ and B0 forfch Tile compound between 

the qualification' and rt, and upadht ’ is Karmadharaya, one between 

preceding the m Tn ' '***' ’ ^ tha ^ ahfied » a * d the 

2 9 qualification] , of these upadhxs, concepts, (in the 
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[Text 3 3 Question — “ Is this (Wheel of Causation) a mere verbal 
jugglery indulged, in. on account of the paucity of valid reasons in support, 
— just as has been done by other philosophers assuming (without sufficient 
proof) their Categories ? Or is there any valid reason for accepting it * ” 
The answer that there ts such valid reason is given m Text 3 — ‘ Spasla, 
etc ' It is definitely cognised, etc ’ — The compound 1 Spasialakqana ’ 
is Karmadharaya, meaning 1 whose definition, character, is clear, l e u ell- 
defined’ , the ‘ clearness’ of the ‘definition’ is due to the fact that it is free 
from the three defects of being impossible (inapplicable), or too n an me or 
too wide , the definition of the Means of Right Cognition provided by other 
philosophers, on the other hand, is not ‘ clear ’ , the Toxt therefore has 
characterised its own Means of Cognition as ‘ clear ’. Endowed with this 
character of being ‘ dearly defined ’ are the ‘ two Means of Cognition', — Sense- 
perception and Inference , — by these is the Wheel of Causation ‘ definitely 
cognised ’ , this will be explained under all the sections (as occasion presents 
itself) This also is approved by the Blessed Lord, who has declared thus — ' O 
Bhilssm, my word should be accepted after due investigation, not merely 
through regard for me ; just as gold is accepted as real only after heating, cut- 
ting and rubbing on the touch-stone’ —As regards Sense-perceptions, its defini- 


tion is that it should be free from ‘ mistake ’ and ‘ conceptual content’ or ' deter- 
mination’ , this is exactly as declared by the Blessed Lord— who has said 
that ‘ one who has the visual oogmtion cognises the Blue all right, but not as 
blue’, the phrase ‘cognises the Blue’ implies that the cognition does not 
apprehend an object other than its own, which indicates the fact of its being 
not mistaken (or wrong) , and the other phrase * not as blue ’ denies the presence 
m the Oogmtion of any connection with the definite name * blue ’, which 
indicates the fact of its being rum-conceptual or not-determmate (free from all 
association with words) As regards Inference, the definition of that also has 

‘TnT m rth ° Ut th6 nature of the Un 3 a (Inferential Indicative, 

e Term , Probans) , which has been thus set forth— 1 The Linga, 

(b\ tTh 1 ' ’ “ (a) nSVer non -' c ° noom, tant with the Probandum, and 

(6) whrohis definitely known, -only then does it become the means of m- 

S rST; ° mk3W ' 1S S0m8t “** Constructive, m all 

with the Probandum" eleariy Lse™T o{ *«*«■ 

proL * - 1 

not been mo t * a ° oucomitalloe ’ > m this statement the Probandum has 
“mva^r ’ b6CaUSe lt 13 elearl y Seated by the mention of he 

ca “ ^ the 

“g to such peculiarities as t33ree kmds< dlstm S UIshed aooord- 

apprchenswn, the Probans called < n jf m ' nat ^ re > < 2 > •$** and (3) n on- 
* Constructive * in th* -u { ^ „ 1Jro ^ ias ^ een indicated by the term 

as for the Probans styS*- Effect ’ tthTs Jf"* ” 0onatruoW 
statement — ‘ The Drag L B has 1,60,1 Jlustrated « the foUowmg 

Water ib known tCh ll V!i“ 0WI1 throu e h Smoke, the presence of 
«***) of th TwtTit 6 ^ °T 6S flym S ab0v6 > ««d the Ease 
«» Probans ZZ en ZZt ZT “S’* ’-Lastly, 

3 partlCulOT form of non-apprehension ’ has also 
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been explained in coin so of tlio denial of more Non-apprehension by itself 
being n Means of Cognition , this lins been declared in tho following words 
— ‘O Ilhikfus, a Luing Being cannot i nlidH cogniso a Lnmg Being, or 
find n means of know mg it , if a Living Being validly cognises a Living Being, 
ho becomes dcstroj ed , I alone would cognise a Ltving Being, or someone 
clso if bo 11 ere like mo ’ Heroin u o have tho denial of tho validity of 
mere Non-nppielionsion in general in regard to things bevond the kui (of 
ordinary men), tho scntonco ‘I alone, etc’ clearly shows tho validity of 
pniticular cases of Non-apprehension — All this points to those sections of 
tho Test that deal with Sense-perception (Oliap 17), Inference (Ohap 18) 
and other 21 cans of Cognition (Chap 20) 

Question — " Tins Intcriohcd 71 heel of Causation, — is it concomitant 
with any such gonene clim actor ns 'being an entity’, as declared by the 
Sytld i till i in, (Jninns)? Or is it entuoly unmtxed (ptiro) in its essence f — ‘ IVliat 
if it is the one or tho otliei 5 ’ — If it is conconurnnt with nil} thing, then 
there would bo a cross division between the definition of the Wheel and that 
of fjenso-percoptioii and the rest , — there w oitld also be the incongruity that 
the cause w ould cease to bring about the effect, as there would be no difference 
between tho Cause and Effect , and in that case the Wheel would not be ' defi- 
nitely cognised by means of the two Means of Cognition ’ (as stated in Text 3) 
Noi again, is it right to posit any such entity ns the Inlcriohcd Wheel of 
Causation , because even if it is entirely tinmixed m its essence, — inasmuch 
ns there would be no particular diversity among the auxiliary causes, there 
would be no possibility of its having any efficient activity (which is the charac- 
teristic of eveiy entity ), exactly as there is none m things admittedly non- 


productive ” 

In answer to this objection, we have the second line of Text 3 — 
‘ Ailtyasapi, etc ’ — ‘It is not mixed up with the nature of anything else even tn 
the slightest degree ’ What is meant is as follows — It is the latter of the two 
alternatives that we accept , and } et there is no room for the objections 
that have beon urged against it , tins w e shall explain later on Tho compound 
‘ mishnbhutaparatmalah ' (m the Text ) is to be analysed as—' wlwrem the 
nature of anything else is not mixed up’, that is, wherein there is not tho 
slightest traoo of the character of anything else — for instance, that of the Cause 
in the Effect and so forth —'In the slightest degree even in the most subtle 
form,— and not only in the form of many such extensive entities as Being , 
•Knowable' and so forth,— tins is what is implied by the partice apt 
• even ’ What is meant is that, if the form of a single entity were present in 
it, the entire world would enter into its essence Tbisthe Author w.H explain 
later on Tins is what lias been thus declared by the Blessed Lor 
the Sprout be eternal l-Srnce the Sprout is one thing and " 

tirely different thing Verily the Sprout is not exactly the earn ° 

sj *, „ a. ^ s rss: 

not pass on into the essence of another thing P 

dealing with the Examination of Syadvada (Chap 20) (3J 
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character 1 — as has been, declared by some persons who hold all thing*, to 
be real entities, passing from one phase into another ? ” 


The answer that it is not so is provided by the word ‘ A sankrantim ’ , ‘ i / 
admits of no translocation ' (Text i) What is meant is that, if there were 
translocation (passing from one phase into another), then, inasmuch as 
everything (every cause) would ahvays exist m its entirety, there would 
be no Effect or Product, and hence no possibility of any 'Intorvolved Wheel 
of Caubation ’ — The word * Asanler&nti ’ (in the Text) signifies ‘ that wherein 
there is no translocation ’ — 1 e passing from phase to phase, — ‘ of the Skandha 
and other factors ’ — [Page li] — This has been declared by the Blessed 
Lord in the following words — ‘ When the Eye is produced, it does not come 
out from anything else , — when it is destroyed, it does not return to any- 
thing else , what happens, 0 Bhikgus, is that the Eye, not having been m 
existence, comes into existence, — and having been in existence, it ceases to 
exist 1 — This points to the Chapter dealing with the Examination of the Three 
Points of Time (Chapter 21 of the Text) 

Question — “ Then does it exist, only at the time that it is actually seen * 
As declared by the Ohdrvdka (Materialist) — ‘ "Whence can there be any coming 
again for that which has been burnt and ceased to exist ’ ’ ” 


The answer is supplied by the Text m the word * anadyantam ' , * it is 
without beginning, without end ' , the compound being analysed os ‘ that 
whose beginning and end are not ’ This also has been pointed out by the 
Blessed Lord— -‘O Bhiksus, the cycle of Births has no end and no begin- 
ning, etc etc ’ m this quotation the term * avara ' stands for end, and 'a, pa' 
for beginning , hence the negation of these two is what is spoken of as ‘ anava- 
ragra ’ Tins lias been so asserted with reference to people who have not 
taken to the Noble Path , for those who have taken to the Noble Path, the 
Cycle of Birth has actually ceased It is in view of this that it has been 
declared that— 1 For the childish person who knows not the true Dharron, 
the path of Birth and Rebirth is a long one ’ —Tins points to the Section 
EXal “ matl0n of the PMosophy of the LokSyatas (Chapter 

extemrlhl;'? InterVolved Wheel °f Causation of the nature of an 
J Or has it a purely subjective existence ? 11 

shorn tZTrt haa**.. hk<> f * r f eci ‘ id vnagc and other Stings {Text) This 
STL* , u PUr6iy Sub J eatlve existence The sense therefore is that 
Rre C.r!,!Ta ^ Je r° tlVB 6X1Stence --J« st U» the Reflected Image, Whirling 
Ss been a /T 0 ^ “ th ® Sky and other fanciful things This 

vSliSfS by ? BWd LOrd “‘ The e “ thl ^’ - fancied 

by Irapress 1 ons P bfi a d 'Tl, n0t lt 1S ° nly th ® J,IlIld whlch ’ tos?ed about 

ative' a e r CS ° f th0 Obj60t and thus becomes oper- 

(Ohap 23, Text) ^ 0hapter on the Examination of the External Wo> Id 

freefmmfteSsSTf B Vf 8 »*"* * «""*«* is entirely 

the Author sums un , ® fanoduI aasum Ption of things that have no existence, 

™ absolutely free from th* ldea m the words ‘ Sarvaprapahcha, etc’, ‘It 

free from the whole lot of fantasies that is, it is free from the w hole 
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fact that He did not renounce the w orlc of doing good to other people, even 
though He had attained all His on n ends — (5) 

[Page 1 5 ] Question — “What did this Person do — who had this supiemc 
mercy entered into His vei y soul ‘‘ ” 

Answer — 1 Who ptopovrtdcd, etc ’ — The term ‘who’, though a common 
pronoun, stands here for the Blessed Lord Buddha, as no one else possesses 
the qualities described — The Docd me of the Inlet voiced "Wheel of Causation , — 
this term ‘ piatityasamutpada' stands for the doctrine that the 'utpada', 

‘ causation ’ or ‘ origination ’ of the Skandhas (Sensory Aggregates or Phases) 
and other things takes place — ‘ prntiiya ’ , i e on the basis of. Causal Ideations , 
that is to say, who declared the Sensory Aggregates and other things to have 
been produced on the strength of Causal Ideations Though the term ‘ Samut- 
pada ’ (Origination or Causation) seems to have a negative (or exclusive) con- 
notation, yet what is really meant to be expressed by the term is the positive 
entity produced (by the Ideation), but viewed ns excluding other aspects of it 
—Or, the teim ‘ Samutpada ’ may be construed ns ‘ Samulpadyate ’, that which 
is pioduced, the Product, — the term being foimed with the * Qhah' affix 
m the active sense, according to PSntm’s Sutra ‘ Krlyalyuto bahulam 
(3 3 1X3) ; -and this term 4 Samutpada' thus explained is compounded with 
the term ‘piatitya', according to Pamm’s Sutra 1 Svp-supa (214)’, or 
according to the rule governing such compounds as ‘ Mayuravyamsaka (2 172)’. 

Or the term Samutpada ’ may he taken by itself, not compounded until any 
Other term.— What is expressed by all this is the fact that the Blessed Lord lias 
the fully equipped power of bringing about the welfare of others So that 
what the phrase ‘who propounded the said Doctrine of the Wheel of Causa- 
tion means is that the Lord has acted towards the bringing about of the wel- 
are of others And what constitutes his action towards bringing about the 
welfare of others is tins same teaching to others regarding the right path 
mvar s Heaven and Final Emancipation —Tins has been thus declared— 

1 e act has to be done by yourselves, the Blessed Ones are only 
expounders J 

co„sIb, 0 of C lr rafmfc f 13 ° apa0lty t0 br,n S aW the welfare of others 
“ a y £ ° r ^ dlre0t ° f »■"» Supreme Morey. 

wabirrfchr^ i he is devoid ° f the ^ 

possess^ 1 a ’ and ' 011 the other hand, even though one may 

wo^r o iJl ri t f ° f th “ gS ’ If he ha PP en to be devoid oi mercy, he 

teaching as is hamM™ Hen ^ m ^ Wh6n teaohm & "“S 11 8 lve s ™h 
— Knowledge .,rul m the BIessed Lord, are present both these 

the w elfare^of others^ ^ Capa0lty to brm « about 

of Pharma has a 7? JS pos3essed o£ the capacity for diroct vision 

q if any sdf. m Mr.,r r , adioat f d h ? the term (m the Text) ‘ independently 

indicated by the terrn^V ” ’ and Wle prssence of Supreme Mercy has been 
Question-" a Su Weme mercy having entered into His ve, y Soul ’ 

Wheel Of Causation f 7*’ thlS Rlght Dootrme of Intervened 

mttva s and Saints wh ^ taught also ot her Persons— such as Bodhi- 
Blessed Lord Himself?*”* ^ eX ° ellBn0e then does this constitute m the 




CHAPTER I. 


Dealing mih the Examination of the Doctrine of Primordial 

Matter. 


(A) 

The Statement of the Sanbhya Doctrine of ' Prahrti ’ ( Primordial Matter) 

TEXT (7) 

“It is out oh Prahrti (Primordial Matter) itself alone, as 

EQUIPPED WI T H ALL POTENCIES, THAT THE VARIOUS PRODUCTS EVOLVE, 
REALLY HAVING THEIR ESSENCE IN THAT SAME MATTER.” — (7) 


COMMENTARY 

In order to show that there is no functioning of Primordial Matter, the 
Author proceeds to set forth the Sankhya theory regarding it, in Text (7) 
— That which is equipped — endowed with all such potencies — productive 
of the host of produots such as the Mahal (Cosmic Intelligence) and the rest, 
— such is Pradhdna, Primordial Matter, which consists of the Attributes 
of ■ Harmony ' Energy ’ and ‘ Inertia m the state of equilibrium ; 
and it is from out of this that the Cosmic Intelligence and other Evolutes 
evolve ,— such is the view of the Followers of Kapila — The emphasising of 
‘ Primordial Matter alone ’ is for the purpose of excluding such agencies as 
those of Time, A Personality and the like ,— the addition of the term ‘ Kevalat 
‘ itself', IS meant to exclude the ‘ God’ postulated by the Theistic Sankhya 
(Yoya) —Evolve,— mo produced, directly or indirectly The process of this 
Evolution is as follows — Out of Pradhdna (Primordial Matter) first of all 
evolves Bwldhi (Cosmic Intelligence) out of Cosmic Intelligence, evolves 
Ahankara ( the I-prmcxple) ,-out of the I-pnnctpZe evolve the five Tanmatras 
(Rudimentary Substances), consisting of Sound, Touch, Taste, Colour, and 

mtW, 6l6Ven Sem>e - or V a ™ “ the five Organs of Sensation, 

SmoH -ZV T g “ °! Healmg ’ of Touoh ' of Vl81 ° n > ° { Taste and of 
Feet ’ Exor„t V0 If*"* ° Actl0n > m the shape of Organs of Speech, Hands, 
f °;f n R and „ th9 Generatlve Organ, -and Mind is tto 
SAtal!! ,, 816 fiV6 Rudtmentar y Substances evolve the five Gross 
F tn ^ 0 ’ f r!f a3ha Z 6 ° f Sound - rudment ’ Atr out of Touch-rudiment, 
Odour rlw menf ’ WOter ° Ut ° J T ^^iinent and Earth out of 

Prm^ a ni! + t 60lared hy ^ hmmkr rna (in the Sdnkhyakdnld, 22)-- From 

* e W2e ;r e Z th n Great Pnn ° iple < Cos ™ ^eUigenee , thene” 
principle , thence the Group of Sixteen, from among this Group of 
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Sixteen, out o f five, issuo tlio five Gross Substances Here the term 

* Mahan ’, ' Greet Principlo stench for Bitddhi, the Cosmic Intelligence , this 
Cosmic Intelligence functions in the form of such conception or determination 
of things as 1 tins is a jar ’ , ‘ this a piece of cloth ‘ — The I-pnncipIo functions in 
the form of such not ions ns ‘ I tun handsome ‘ I am pi esentable ’ — The Mind 
functions in thoformof Reflection , for instance, a bo\ happens to hear that food 
js to bo had in another 1 illnge, and this gt\ es riso to his reflection in the form 
‘ I shall go there, I 11 onder if there » ould bo curds and molasses or curds 
only ' , that which functions thus as Reflection is the Mind — Such is to be 
understood the distinction among Cosmic Intelligence, I-principle and Mind 
The rest (of Ishvarahrfna’s KanlS) is cosily intelligible 

Those ontities, Cosmic Intelligence and the rest, along with Primordial 
Matter and tho Spirit mnko up the twonty-fivo Principles (or Realities, Real 
Entities) of those philosophers To this end, it has been declared that — 
‘ Ono w ho knows the t» onty-fh o Principles, — be ho addicted to any life-stage, 
bomg either a Hermit (n earing knotted locks), or a Wandering Mendicant 
(w itli shaven head), or a Householder ( wearing tho top-knot), — becomes liber- 
ated, there is no doubt on this point’ 

All tlicso various Products evolving out of Primordial Matter are not 
entirely distinct from their Cause, — as are tho Products postulated by the 
Rauddhas , — they are, in fnct, of the snrao essence , i e they have their essence 
in that same , — Primordial Matter, sueli is tho analysis of the compound 

• tad rfi pah ’ (in tho Text) Tho products ore of tho same essence os Pnmoi dial 
Matter, in tho sense that they ore all made up of the Three Attributes For 
instance, in tho ordinary world, it is found that the Product is of the same 
essence ns tho Cause, eg tho cloth no von out of black yarns is black, 
and that woven out of white yarns is white And Primordial Matter is 
made up of tho Three Attributes and all that is manifested, in the form 
of Cosmic Intelligence, I-pnnc.ple, Rudimentary Substances, Sense-organs 
and Gross Substance, is also found to be made up of the Three Attributes, 
hence it is that all tins latter is of the same essence as Primordial Ma 
Similarly, Primordial Matter is not-disUnguiehable , that is to say, it ca 

be distinguished that ‘these are the Three Attributes, Harmony and the 
rest (constituting the Unman, fest Primordial Matter), and Ita ■ « jj» 
Cosmic Intelligence and the rest constituting the Manifest , ■ 

notion always is that ’the Attributes are the Manifest, -f "”* 

» the Attributes ’ -Further, both these,-the Mhmfesta 
-are Objective, because they have the character of objects 
(experience, for the Spirit) -Both again are c omino,i,-to all Spuds 
as the Malla-dasl (the Slave-girl who is the common p P ? &ciamon 
men )_It is also insentient, as it cannot feel pleasure or P Tntelli- 

X* productive , that is. Primordial Matter is productive 

L Budjmenttry I*. «- ^ 

mentary Substances produce the Gross Subs tanc ; Matter - 

Produots evolve, all having the sam Three Attributes (are non- 

masmuoh as they also are constituted by the Three ’ Attnb l has 

distinguishable, objective, common, insentient and product 
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been thus declared (by Islivnrakrsna, m Kauhu 11) — ‘The Manifest is with 
the Three Attributes, undislinguishable, objective, common, insentient and 
productive i so also is Primordial Matter , the Spirit, is the reverse and vet 
also similar’ 

The following question has been raised — “ If the Products are of the 
same essence as Primordial Matter, then how is it that in this Philosophy 
a distinction lias been made between the Manifest (Product) and the Un- 
mam Jest (Cause) t Por instance, it has been declared by Ishvaraknna (m 
his Kdnkd 10) — ‘ The Manifest is with cause, not eternal, nol-pei vastve, mobile, 
multiform, dependent, soluble, composite, subordinate j the Unmanifest is the 
reverse of this ’ The meaning of this is os follows : — It is the Manifest 
alone that has a cause , e g Cosmic Intelligence is 1 with cause ’ — i.e. has its 
cause in Primordial Matter ; the I-priticiple lias its oauso in. Cosmic Intelli- 


gence , the Five Rudimentary Substances and the Eleven Sense-organs 
have their cause in the I-principle , and the Gross Substances have their 
cause m the Rudimentary Substances. The Unmamfesl, however, is not 
so (having no cause), because it is never produced, having no beginning — 
Primordial Matter and Spirit subsist everywhere, in heaven, in sky and on 
Earth, pervading all things ; not so the Manifest, which, in fact, is non-pei ia- 
nm m character —Then again, m the course of Birth and Rebirth, the Man , feet, 
equipped, m the form of the Subtle Body, with the tbixteon-fold body con- 
sisting of Cosmic Intelligence, I-prmoiple, the Sense-organs, actvvely moves 
along (from birth to birth) , not so the Unmamfesl , because, being all-per- 
va mg, it cannot be mobile —Further, the Manifest is actually found to 
cm hf arm., through such diversity as is involved in the notions of the Cosmic 
Intelligence, I-prmeiple and the rest , -not so the Un manifest, which in 

Tfien'thn Ar Sa T f0rm ' IS the oause P rodu «tive of all the three Regions — 
thine Is dependent that which is produced out of another 

5 tha ^manifest, as it is not a 

Z t~Zn Tf St r m “ ‘ 30lUbl6 ’ m the — ^ * goes 

the Grols SuhsLe T ’ * thB W ° £ th ® Vnlve "» l ^solution, 

the Rudunettert s?h i ° “*° R " dl mentary Substances, 

principle mto Cos™! Sense-organs mto the I-prineiple, the I- 

dial Matter the Unma a, and tha Co8nuc Intelligence mto Pnmor- 

has no cans; ^ • - * 

>s • compos, te’ be, at '1 mer S ed -**■, the Manifest 

Colour, Taste and L™ ^ Up ° f SUoh com P°nents as Sound, Touch, 

rest are not found to he”’ ^ S ° th ® Vnmam J est > as Sound and the 

—Lastly, just as while flTT^ “ th ® oonstltatlon ° f Primordial Matter 
bo also the Manifest is al 6 fa ^® r , 1S aUve ’ the 80n 18 not hlB ow » master, 
not so the Unmamfeu subordmats ’> resting always on its Cause; 

te any Cause” ’ b90av!Se lk 18 eternal and hence not subservient 


— ' bh&vatah' means fl!,/ SU P plied “ the by the word ‘ Bhdvalah ’■ 
there ,s nothing income, “ "?* y . there 18 sameness o{ essence, and yet 
and Effect', haled upofthTd m f “l®® that there 18 dlstmetlon “to ‘ Cause 

may mean ‘by thrnltui ”^ ~° r ’ ^'bhdvatah' 

nafcurs ’~ the s ense being that by their very nature. 
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consisting of the Three Attributes, the things operate only in that form, 
which is the same ns thnt of Primordial Mutter What is meant is that, 
the diversity found in the World in the shape of the ’ Great Principle * (Cosmic 
Intelligence) and other products is duo to the predominance or otherwise of 
one or tho other of the Three Attributes of Harmony, Energy and Inertia 
Thus it becomes finally established thnt the Product always exists m the form 
of tho Causo — (7) 


Question — “ How is it know n that the Effect (Product) exists even before 
it is producod "• ” 

Answer — 


TEXT (8) 

‘If the Effect were non-existent, potentially , in the form of 
the Cause, — then it could not be produced , because it 

WOULD HAVE NO FORM AT ALL, BEING LUCE THE 

Sky-Lotvs ’ — (S) 


COMMENTARY 

For proving tho existence of the Effect (even prior to its production), 
the other Philosophers (Sanlhyas) have put forward the following five reasons 
(as stated m Sanlhyalanla, 9)— "(1) Because what is non-existent cannot 
ho produced,— (2) because there is always recourse to the Cause,— (3) because 
all tlungs are not possible,— (4) because the efficient can produce only that 
for which it is efficient,— and (6) because the Effect is of the essence of the 
Cause,— therefore the Effect must be existent (even before it is produced) ” 
(I) In support of the first reason, the following explanation has been 
provided (by tho Text) in the words-"// the Effect were non-ex, stent, etc — 
That is to sav, if the Effect did not already exist in the form of the Cause, 
even prior to its production, then it could not bo produced, as it would bo 
like the Shy-lotus (a non-entity) Tins reasoning is formulated as follows - 
What is non-existent cannot be produced, -as for instance, the Shy-Mus, 
-prior to its production, the Effect is non-existent, according to the other 
party -hence the acceptance of the other party’s view u ould lead to o 

sc-y.-isasw:??: 

even before the^aid production^ ^ ^ laterlt potency, as regards 
aotua! appearLce (manifestation), even the foUovmra of KapUa do not regard 

— « - - «- 

had no existence, then it could not have any form at all -(8) 
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In support of the seoond reason set forth [as above, in SanUiyalanI.fi, 
,, “ Because there is always recourse to the Cause”], the following argument 
has been put forward (by tho SunUiya) — 


TEXT (9) 

"HOW IS IT THAT PEOPLE HAVE RECOURSE TO ONLY SPECIFIC CAUSES, 
IN THE SHAPE OF SUCH DIVERSE THINGS AS THE PaDDY-SEED AND 
THE LIKE, AND NOT ANY OTHER, — EVEN THOUGH THE NON- 
EXISTENCE (OF THE DESIRED EFFECT OR PRODUCT) 

IS EQUAL (EVERYWHERE) j ” 


COMSfENTARY. 

" If the Effect were non-existent, then people would not have had recourse 
to only specific causes (productive of pnrtioulai Products) Por instance 
when a man wants paddy-grams, he takes up paddy-seeds, not Kodrava- 
seeds, when a man, thinking of feeding BrBhmanas the next day, wishes to 
have curds ready for the purpose, he secures a supply of milk, not wait). As 
regards the * non-existence ' of the Paddy-gram or the Curd, Hus ‘non-exist- 
ence ’ (according to the Opponent) is there as much m the Paddy -seed as 
m the Korfrara-seed (and as much m milk as in water) , then how is it that 
though the ‘non-existenee’ of the Paddy -grain and other products is equal 
everywhere (in the Paddy-seed as well as m other seeds), yet it is only the 
specific seeds that are secured, the persons wanting the paddy-gram could 
secure the Kadrov a and other seeds also,— inasmuch as the Paddy-gram 
would be as non-existent ’ m these latter as in the Paddy-seeds —If it be 

ZislT ° th0 ;; eedS 7 n0t Be0Ured * P e °P le ^ause desired 
gram is not there m them,-then, m that ease, the person wanting paddv- 
gram also should not secure the Paddy-seed, as the deswed gram J Sere 

£ :°ZT T T «y as m the Kodrava-Jd But 


xJSAX (10). 

? ** »* 

, because the negation of oo-essentiaxity is 

equally tresbnt in everything (10) 

COMMENTARY. 

mS'o.T' “ “Tr h ‘ r 

ion), then, under that view, every product, m the shape 
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of gold, Hih or nnd I lx' rod , u auld bo produced from nil things, such as grass, 
fill"!. Olofls find I ho rest ; — win ? — became the negation of co essentiality 
tv rqmttlii present in eirriithino , that is, the licgntion or nbseneo of thoehnrae- 
(or of being to ossontml with. — of thn some essence ns — tho Grass nnd the 
rest is oqimlh presen I in et cn I lung flint is likely to bo produced — In the 
preceding (e\t. the mcotigiuiu was mdicnted through tho Cause, and 
in tho present lest, if is iikIh nted through tho Effect , such is tho difference 
between (he two — And \it, ns a nml r or of fact, c\ers thing is not produced 
from eiorsthing lienee it follows that tho natural lair is that one effect 
is prndiK ed from one cause because it is ouh in that cause that that effect 
nlrendi f'Msts (inn latent f arm )" — (10) 


Tho following might be in god (against the StlnUiya view) — ‘The 
potency of Causes is such us is restricted to specific Effects , hence, even though 
tho Effect has been non existent, jet it is only some one effect, an actual 
Product , that is produced, — nnd not an absolute non-entity, Iiko the SLy- 
lolm , t his is the reason « hv only a specific cause is secured (for the production 
of n particular effect ), t hot one w hush is efficient for tho purpose, not anything 
nt random , so that particular effects are produced from particular causes, 
nnd not ovory effect from every cause ” 

Has ing this objection m snow, tho Sanlhya, under tho pretext of answer- 
ing it, puts forward the following arguments in support of the fourth reason 
set faith [m tho SunihgaUinl.u, 0 * Because the efficient can do that only for 
trfne/l it is efficient ’] 


TEXT (11) 

" Because the potencies of these things abe restricted in theib 
SCOPE, THEREFORE it is not as has been URGED , HENCE IT 
DOES NOT ANSWER OUS ARGUMENT BECAUSE POTENT 
CAUSES PRODUCE ONLY SUCH EFFECT AS IS 
AMENABLE TO THEIR POTENCY ” — (11) 


COMMENTARY. 

Of these things ,— le of things that are held to be causes —If « not as 
has been urged- ,-i e the objection urged does not affect the SaAlhy* P^ion 
hence it is not a suitable answer to our argument made by the Bauddhavad 
others— Why ’—Because even potent Causes, when producing their effects, 
produce only such effects as are amenable to their action, nnd not wha 
is not so amenable — (11) 

[Says the Opponent to the Sanlhya}-" Who has said that causes produce 
effects which they are not efficient to produce, -that > you ara 
All that is said is that they also produce such effects as have been no 
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existent, and that -**--* — ** ^ " q "’ t0 “ 


TEXT (12) 


.•That to which ho t«umn' can be attributed, which is 
„ESS AND ™mABHE,-HOW COULD SUCH A THINO BE 
moDUCED BY Causes, -Y-HEN any motitication 
WOULD INVOLVE THE LOSS OE ITS VERY 

T»CCT7.TJflR 1 (12^ 


COMMENTARY. 

The Sdn&ya reasons as follows The acceptance of the MOW that 
the Effect produced has been non-existent implies that causes produce an 
effect which is mcapobie of being produced by them For instance, that 
which 18 non-existent is formless— i.e. characterless that which is formless 
is hke the Hare’s Horn, something to which no peculiarity can be altimitcd, 
4.S which cannot be regarded as having any characteristics ;-and Hint 
to which no peculiarity can be attributed must be mimothfiable, immutable,— 
like Akdshai — how can such a thing, which has not acquired a specific form, 
be produced by any cause ? — It might be argued that from the fact of its 
being perceived in its existing state (after being produced) it follows that 
it does become modified '. — The answer to that is that any modification would 
mwibie the loss of its very essence If modification is admitted, then its very 
essence , — essential character, which is described as consisting of formlessness, 
—would beoome lost As a matter of fact, unless the non-existent thing 
lias relinquished its essential character (of formlessness), it cannot become 
existent, and if it does relinquish the essential character, then it would not 
he true that the mm-existent (f ormless) thing has become existent (with form) ; 
the form of the Existent is entirely different from the form of the non-existent, 
— the two being mutual contradictories Henoe what is non-existent cannot 

he produced If it be admitted that a Cause can produce such a thing — then 
it would be admitted that Causes actually produce only such things as are 
incapable of being produced i Certainly what is incapable of being produced 
can never be produced , as we find m the case of the Sky-lotus. From all 
this it follows that the Sanhhya argument (the fourth m the Kanka) is un- 
-( 12 ) 


In support of the fifth reason (stated in the S&nkhyakdnkd, 8 — Because 
be effect is of the essence of the Cause ] — we have the following — 
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TEXT (13) 

“ Thus the Effect being impossible, what would that be by pro- 
ducing WHICH ANYTHING WOULD BE A CAUSE » As A CONSEQUENCE, 

IT CANNOT BE POSSIBLE TO ADMIT THE CAUSAL CHARACTER OF 
EVEN SUCH THINGS AS THE SEED AND THE 
LIKE ” — (13) 

COMMENTARY 

Tims, — 16 m nccoidance with the reason explained m the preceding 
text , or on account of the four Reasons stated above (by the Sanlehya ), — 
the Effect being absolutely impossible, under the theory that ' the Effect is 
non-existent (prior to its production) ’, — what would that be by producing which, 
the Seed and othoi things would be a Cause! Hence it would be possible to 
assert that the Seed and other sucli things cannot be * Causes because their 
eftect is non-existent, like the Sky-lotus And yet such an assertion is impos- 
sible Hence it becomes established that the contrary view is the right one, 
that the Effect exists even prior to its actual production, — (13) 

The following argument might be urged (against the Sdnkhya) — “It 
may be taken ns estabbshed that the Effect is existent , but how is it proved 
that all the diverse Products emanate from Primordial Matter itself f ” 

The answer to this is provided in the following — 


TEXT (14) 

‘All that is Manifest is clearly know to be homogeneous 
■with Pleasure and the rest, from the fact of the Effect 

BEING FOUND TO BE THE PRODUCT OF SATISFACTION, 

Irritation and Dejection, etc (14) 


COMMENTARY 

As proofs of the existence of Primordial Matter, the following five 
affirmative arguments have been set forth by the other philosophers (San- 
jchyas), detailed as below (in Sankhyalanla, 15-16)— ‘ (1) Because the various 
Products arefimte,— ( 2 ) because they are homogeneous ,— (3) because activi y 
is due to efficiency (potency),— (4) because there is distinction between 
Cause and Effect, -and (6) because there is merging oitbe mtue world 
(of effects), — therefore the Unmanifest (Primordial Matter) exists 

m T) g p-^l Matter 1 «£ists» — because the various Products arefnde 

la tSLld it has ZttYJSZ'jSZZZZ 
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only one, the Rudimentary Substances being onlv file, the Sense-organs being 
only eleven, the Gross Substances being only five Hence, through Inference, 
we prove it that Primordial Matter does exist, and it produces the Manifest* 
winch is finite If Primordial Matter were not there then nil tins Manifest 
would not be finite (would be without am definite size) 

(2) For the following reason also. Primordial Matter must be there — 
Because the various Products are found to be homogeneous As a matter of 
fact, whenever something is found to belong to a certain genus, it is bound 
to ha\ e emanated from a Cause consisting of that Genus ; for instance, when 
things lilie the Jar and the Saucer are found to belong to the Genus ‘ Clay 
they are the products of the Cause consistmg of Clay The Manifest m 


question is found to be homogeneous with — permeated by — such Genuses 
(Generic entities) as 1 Pleasure ’, ‘ Pam ’ and ' Delusion ’ , — how * — because 
of its being found to be the product of Composure , Distress and Dejection. 
Thus Composure, Buoyancy, Attachment, Delight and Affection are the 


products of the Sattuj-A Unhide (Harmony ) ; as a matter of fact. Composure 
(Happmess) is actually spoken of as Sattia (Harmony) , similarly Irritation, 
Emaciation, Piercing Pam, Xumbness, Anxiety, Calamity, and Impetuosity are 
products of the Kajas- Attribute (Energy) , and Pam is spoken of as ‘ Energy ’ , 
Depression, Concealment, Despondency, Disgust and Lethargy are the 
pioduets of the Tamas-Attnbute (Inertia), and Inertia is spoken ns 
‘Delusion’ All this— Composure, Irritation and Dejection— is found to 
be the Product of Cosmic Intelligence and the rest (constituting the ‘ Mam- 
est ) , and from this it is inferred that these are only particular phases of 
nf r.T™ r, ‘ Pa “ ' and ' I)ehlslon ’ ( as representing the three Attributes 
oroduets' S ’ respe0tlve)y) And hom the of their being 

f ’ BtC 11 m ° n ' S that they are ‘homogeneous’ with 
have emannteHfJ andfrora 1,119 ‘homogeneity’, it also follows that they 
etc ) r „ T 8 " ,UChlS cons titutcd of these (Pleasure, 

w;eo^r; gbp :v st 0 ab,ished ’ 14 ° is ° foiws * ^,0^^ «>». 

; b l P Z M Matter Thus it is established that Pn- 
homogeneous ^ ? the fa0t that ,he dlleTse products are found to be 


billon* !:Te7e7 S ° n aU °’ Prim0tdlB! Matter exist _ 

takes up an activity it is ordTT ’ v" 7° ° rdmary worId > when a man 
it, for instance, the Weaver tbe effic,ency ( or capacity) for 

we infer that Primordial Matter hasTb^ 6 ^ 011 ' ° £ cloth - wea ’™>g By this 
of winch ,t produces the *• Manifest ’ Capaclty) by v,rtue 

be there without a substratum her, ’ efficiency (or Capacity) cannot 

**%'*"> the said efficiency subs^s “ ^ **"• 1S PnmordlaI 

Because there ^dilm^betuTn ^ Pnmotd,aI Ma «er must exist — 
«>at there ,s distinc “?*** In ^ * 19 *"■* 

the Jar is the Effect 6 S tho Clay - the Cause, 

that of the Cause , i g the lfw * oharaeter ^tirely different from 
and while Cfay has Jl capacity to contain Honey, Water 

10 the ^ape of the ‘ Manifest SmU,arly ,eem S the Effect, 

3 111 Weetion, we infer that there » 
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Primordial Matter oat of which is produced the Product in the shape of 
Cosmic Intolligonco and tlio rest 

(5) For the following reason also, Primordial Matter must exist — 
Bemuse there is mergin'/ of the entire world , tho term ’ Yaishiarupya ' Entire 
World stands for the three Regions (Heaven, Earth and Nether World), 
nil these, nt tho time of Dissolution, merge into something , for instance, 
tho fuo Gross Substances inergo into tho Rudimentary Substances, — the five 
Rudimentary Substances and tho Sense organs merge into tho I-prineiple, 
— the I principlo merges into Cosmic Intelligence , thus tho whole of the 
Tlireo Worlds become merged , ‘ merging ’ means ■non-differentiation, as 
for instance, in the state of Milk, the differentiation is not possible, that 
Milk is different from Curd , similarly at tho time of Universal Dissolution, 
no such discrimination is possible ns that ‘ this is Manifest (Product) and that 
is Unmamfcst (Cnuso) ’ From this wo conclude that there is such an entity 
ns Primordial Matter wherein Cosmic Intelligence end the rest (making 
up the Manifest ) become merged, incapable of being distinguished 

Our Teacher (Shdntarak-fita), however, has mentioned (in the Text) 
only ono reason — that of Homogeneity, which is meant to imply the others 
also 

In tho Text, in the plirnse * Pleasure and the rest', the term ‘the rest’ 
includes Pain and Delusion, — the term ‘ Manifest’ stands for all the entities, 
from Cosmic Intelligence down to the -Gross Substances — The phrase * is 
clearly known’ means is distinctly perceived, — how t — ‘from the fact of the 
Effect, etc etc’, the term ‘et eefero' is connected with each member of the 
compound (Composure, etc , Irritation, etc and Dejection, etc ) Thin 
IB as we have already explained above — (14) 

Having established the validity of the reason ‘ On account of homogeneity \ 
tho Text sets forth (on behalf of the SSnkhya) the full argument in support 
of their doctrine — 


TEXT (15) 

.. tots, the -whole (Manifest) must be taken as having emanated 
nhom something made up or the said (Pleasure, etc),— 

BECAUSE THE SAID GENERIC CHARACTER IS FOUND PRESENT 

jjj IT> JUST AS IN THE CASE OF THE JAR AND OTHER 

Things, and this something is Primordial 
Matter”, — so sat the followers of 
Kaptla — (16) 


COMMENTARY 

, , omnnated from a Cause which is made 

* The whole Wj** J_ sentence states the Conclusion to be proved, 
up of Pleasure and the rest , , conclusion is stated m the words— 

rSSTJS^SSS-1 ^ ”■ - * - 
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permeated by the generic character of being made up of the Three Attributes , 
— gust as m the case of the Jar and other things , — i e such diverse products as 
the Jar and the rest — And this Cause made up of the Three Attributes is Pri- 
mordial Matter , — so say the followers of Kapila , — 1 e the Sankhyas offer 
the said explanation — (15) 




C03D£EXXART. 

It itas been asserted (by tie SSV fy~) that • The various products eman- 
ating from Print rdiai Matter and other Causes. are of the sane essence 
s.= those Csuses = ’. — -In regard to tins. we proceed to crustder tie following 
po-ats : — If tie=e diverse Erects are of tie same essence as Print crdisl Matter, 
then how is it that they emanate from it as its effects ; Wien on? tiler 
is non-dlfferent from (of tie same essence as) anctier. it cannot be ns cats? 
or effect : because the Cans? and its Enact mast be totally different In charac- 
ter from one another. If it were nor so. how coala tier? be act clear ccrcey- 
tlcn as to one thing being tie ' Canse ' and snother tie * Effect "5 In thst esse, 
hot could there be any such ceductlcu as that msce by yon — -a"' that pri- 
mordial Matter must always be the Gsarr. (6) that the group of srrreen. 
ccusissing of tie five Gross Substances and eleven Sense-organs most always 
be the Ejjftef. and (c) that among Cosmic Intelligence I -principle and Budi- 
mentary StsVtonees. one is tie Eferf of what precedes, and the Cc. sr of 
fellows it I This deduction has been tins f omul rr ed (In the SS^&jpa- 
Lii-ti-a. SJ — •“ primordial Ms-ter is never a Product — tie ere to of seven 
consisting ot the Cosmic Intelligence and the rest are both Product 
end Productive — the group of sixteen is always Product : — the Spirit 
is neither Product ncr Productive 'V — In fact (tinder tie SSnJ 7 i.3 Doctrine) 

u-ould be equally liable to be the Cause or Erect of every- 

r- Or. tie character cf Gauss and Effect being always relarive- 

■Lcmd funder tie S5'I»-a doctrine of ah things being of tie same essence) 
fc^lriu no entirely different thing to be conceived o: as In relation to 
another — sH things would, like the Spirit, be 'neither Product^ nor Pro- 
ductive’; otherwise tie Srirtr also might be spoken ot ss "Product and 
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‘ Productive ’ It has been said that — * When Rudrila asserted that what is 
Curd is Milk and what is Milk is Curd, he gave evidence o£ his being 
Vindhyavasm, an inhabitant of the wilds of the Vmdhya Hills ’ * 

[Under Sdnkhyakanka, 10] it has been declared that the Manifest, 
has the character of being ‘ caused ’ and the rest, and the Unmamfest is the 
reverse of all this , — this also is meie childish prattle As a matter of fact, 
when one thing is not different in nature from another thing, it cannot be 
contrary to this latter , because * contrariness ’ consists in difference of nature , 
otherwise, there would be an end to all notions of * difference ’ , and as a conse- 
quence, there would be no grounds for accepting any difference among the 
Attributes of Harmony, Energy and Inertia (which are insentient) on the one 
hand and the sentient Spirits on the other , and the whole universe would be 
uniform , this would involve the contingency of the whole being produced 
and also destroyed at one and the same time That all these contingencies 
would follow would be due to the fact that the notion of all lands of ' Non- 


difference ’ must share the same fate (of being accepted or rejected) From 
this it follows that the ‘ Unmamfest ’ also, like the ‘ Manifest ’, should possess 
the qualities of being * with cause 1 and the rest (which have been attributed 
to the * Manifest ’ only), for the simple reason that the form (essence) of the 
Unmamfest is not different from that of the ‘ Manifest or (conversely) 
the ‘ Manifest ’ should, like the ‘ Unmamfest ’, possess the qualities of being 
‘ without cause ’ and the rest, on the ground of its form being not different 
from the Unmamfest, both these universal affirmative propositions would 
have to be accepted, otherwise undesirable contmgencies would arise —Then 
ogam, in ordinary worldly experience, the relation of Cause and Effect is 
always apprehended on the basis of well-ascertained positive and negative con- 
comitance , while as regards the subject under discussion. Cosmic Intelligence 
an ot er things are not ordinarily known to be produced from such causes 
as Primordial Matter and the rest Nor agam is any eternal thing found 
o have the nature of a Cause, on the basis of which the fact of the diverse 
Products bemg produced out of Primordial Matter (which is eternal) could 
, s t « h6 re&SOrl £ ° r tluS 1160 111 thB fact that, if an eternal thing 

non gradual 7** 6 °° Uve actlon > an y idea of its operations being gradual or 
non-gradual (simultaneous), would involve self-contradictions 

Effect that wm! = argument might be urged — The relation of Cause and 
soSw dd ? “ baS6d Up ° n the ldea that the Cause produces 
tlTSd be t T Tm bef ° re at aI1 ’ and * » ««eh causal relation 
what we do assert jT' thJt P nm "*W**«* m essence {form ) 

the form of Cosmic T u 1111101,1101 Ma tter undergoes modification mto 

^ ° thOT Prod ™ts,-just as the Coiled 

it is in this sense that t 1I ° I ^ 6S modlfie d into the Elongated Serpent, — and 
tins sense that it is called the • Cause ’ of Cosmic Intelligence and other 

K the c are up0a the name ’Vindhyavasm', Vmdhya 

uaetta' would be the char^t ^ BO the dnoot meaning of the term • Vmdhya - 

the indirect inuendo ^Z°L l7 “ <W6 ’ 1 ° f ** ^ V ' n « h «° - 

referred to here , his name author Wh ° gave expreS8Ion t0 *6 opinion 

ms name was Vindhyavasm See Foreword, page LXI. 
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Products , and these, Cosmic Intelligence and the rest, being of the nature 
of modifications, are called its * Effect ’ (or Product) , — and there is nothing 
self-contradictory (or incongruous) in such modification, even though there 
bo non-difference (between the original and its modification) ” 

Tins cannot bo right , as under such circumstances, there can be no ' modi- 
fication ’ Because if there were Modification, it could come about either 
on tlio abandoning of the original form, or on the non-abandonment of it 
If it were to come without the abandoning of the original form, then there 
would be a commixture of the two forms (original and modified), and itwould 
bo possible to perceive youth at the time of old age If, on the other hand. 
Modification were to come after the abandoning of the original form, then 
tins w ould involve the loss of form (of the original) , so that it would mean 
that the previous form has been destroy ed and a new and different form has 
come about , so that it could not be proved that any one tiling is the * modi- 
fication * of another- — Then again, jou explain ‘modification’ to consist 
m a change in the original itself into something else , — now would thin change 
be in part or in whole ? It could not be in part, because there are no giarls 
(m Primordial Matter) , nor could it be in whole, because that would mean 
the production of an entirely new thing and the consequent destruction 
of the original Hence it cannot be right that there is change of the same 
thing , as it involves the notion of the coming into existence of an entirely 


different character (and thing) 

It might be argued that — “ "YVhati is meant is that while the thing itself 
remains constant, one property of it disappears and another property 
appears, and this (variation of the Property) is what is called Modification-, and 
it does not mean that the very essence of the thing itself becomes different 

This also cannot be right Because when the Property appears and dis- 
appears, would that Property be something different, or non-different, from 
the thin g itself (m winch it appears and disappears) T— If it were something 
different, then the thing itself remaining exactly the same, how can it be said 
to be modified ? When two such things as Cloth and Horse, which arc 
entirely different from the Jar and other things, are produced or destroyed, 
d, is not regarded as a modification of the Jar and other things Hitww 
so regarded, it would lead to an absurdity It might be argurf ^at— if 
this Une Of argument were adopted, then the Spirit also would be modi- 
fiable ' inasmuch as the properties related to the Spirit actually appear and 
fiable , inasmuch as t y y , lt sdf, not of anything 

SMS ! h ^ST can subsist either in an entity 

J Tntdv there can be nothing that could have any relationship at 
or a non-ent y* exis ted, it could subsist either in an entity 

ftU Eormstance ifaBelationsbipi „ cfmnot subsiBt in 

or m a non-entity , s ltg ontire ntt ture being already known 

an entity, because the fuUm 3 J for jt to be dependent upon 

as independent, it would p , P t]0ris hip) Nor could the Eelationship 

anything else (m the ^ shape °f * ve „. ^ture, it is devoid of all charnc- 
subsist m a non-entity, becau, set V ^ ^ anything , , g the ‘ Here’s 

tensation and as such cannot b P I ^ ^ d dent upon 

“ 
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the appearance end disappearance of entirely different properties , — what 
then ? — what you advocate is that, in the case of an entity, its own essential 
character remaining constant, there is variation in it® conditions (states), and 
this is what is meant by * Modification When, however, the Properties 
are distinct from the Entity having the properties, there is no possibility 
of any essential character remaining constant , as the entity itself is the ono 
‘ essence ’ of the Properties , and that, ez hypolhcst, is entirely different 
from them , so that theie is no possibility of any essential character remaining 
constant Nor again does any person ever become cognisant of any such Pro- 
perty coming withm his range of cognisance as is different from the appearing 
and disappearing Properties , hence all wise men regard such a property as 
non-existent — If, however, it be held that it is not a different entity at all, 
as both the properties, the appearing as well as the dtsappeai mg, would be 
non-different from the Entity to which they belong, — they should, like the 
Entity itself, be one orilv , and under the circumstances, on what basis would 
either the Entity or the Property be ‘ modified ’ » The two varying Properties 
being non-different from the Entity which remains constant, — there can 
be no appearance (production) or disappearance (destruction) of these, — just 
as there is none of the constant Entity As regards the Entity also, inas- 
much as It is non-different from the Properties, all that might be possible 
would be the production (appearance) of something new that did not oast 
before and the destruction (disappearance) of that which has been in exist- 
ence ; so that in no case would there be ‘ Modification ’ of any single thing 
Prom all this it follows that, even on the basis of ‘ Modification ’, your 
theory of 1 Cause and Effect ’ is not tenable 


All tins defect in the Sankhya theory is too manifest to need assertion , 
-—with this idea, the Author has omitted to set it forth, and with the idea 
that • we shall answer later on the objection that the Sankhya has urged 
against the theory of the Effect being non-existent (before the causal oper- 
f 10B ’ " e P rooee<1 s, at this stage, to criticise the theory of the Effect 
bomg existent, by showing that it is open to the same objections (that have 
been urged against the theory of the Effect being non-existent) This 1S 
what is done m the text-' In answer to this, etc ' 

declare thnTX ’’ ' WS ® ™ es ’’ 8tandB for the Bauddhas , they 

' S argUm ° nt thB Sankhya hBS set {orth - the words 

° ann0t be etc ’ (SdnUyalanm, 

Par iLS it b TT th ° tb60ry ° f the Effect 

existent cannot be In ^, <Wlth et 3 ual reason ) that * Because what is 
because alTT Produced, -because there is recourse to the Cause - 

only that effi the effiolent th “S Produce 

essence as the Cause ti T ’ / md T becau8e the Effect is of the same 
‘^IcraZT^TVi ” not ' exleten *' ’ > I the reading 

«>e negative ■ no t - to Wg alt6red mto ‘ Na sadal Manat'} 

meet is detent ’ (^ the e „TT^ ? °° nStrued with the phrase ‘ the 
he regarded a, noLJfl t SSntenoe > " Why should the Effect 
have been set Zh TZ same reasons that 

WW be produced, etc etc ^ ™ non-existent 

, tc etc And when an objection is equally applicable to 
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both parties (to a discussion), then it should not be urged by one against 
the other , such is the sense of the Text 

Objection — “ In ivhnfc way is there tins equality (between the two theories), 
— when the objection as uiged bv one party is that * the Non-existent cannot 
be produced while as urged by the other, it is that ‘ the Existent cannot 
be produced ? ” 

There is no force in tins objection , as it arises from non-comprehension of 
the sense of what is asserted All that is meant bv the assertion of ‘ equality * 
m the Text is only with reference to the five statements (in the Kanha) regard- 
ing ' non-production ’, ‘ presence of connection between Effects and Specific 
Causes ’ and so forth [and not « ith reference to the conclusion deduced 
from these statements by the to o parties, winch are certainly contradictors'] , 
because the reasons of the ‘ noii-producibihty ’ and the rest are equally 
applicable as against the theory of the Effect being existent The answer 
that s ou, upholders of the doctrine of the Effect being existent, would make 
agamst these arguments (as against your doctrine) would also be tbe answer 
of the wnse Bauddhas who uphold the Doctrine of the Effect being non 
existent — ( 16 ) 

Question — “ In what way are the two ‘ equal ’ T” 

The answer is provided m the following — 


TEXT (17) 

Ip the Curd and other Effects are already wholly existent in 
the essence of (their Causes) Milk and the rest, then, 
inasmuch as they would be exactly like the Cause, 

ETC IN THEIR ESSENCE, WHAT OF THEIRS WOULD BE 
THERE THAT WOULD HAVE TO BE PRODUCED ? (17) 


COMMENTARY 

The argument here set forth is for the purpose of supporting the new 
that ‘ what is already existent cannot be produced ’ (an argument aimed against 
the Sdnkhya) If the Effects (Products) in the shape of Curd and the rest 
exist wholly — in their entirety— i e in their mature and properly differentiate 
character, regarding their specific taste, potency and consequences -M t 
essence of them Causes, Mill and the rest,- then, as they would be already 
existent what of their form would be there that would have to be produced, 
e for the purpose whereof they w ould have to be produced by such causes 
the rest?— The compound * heUSdisadrshalmanam is to be 

«c «, 

here stands for the Primordial Matter, the ‘etc’ stands for the Salience, 
d rTrtaiulv the fully matured Effects being thus circumstanced, what 
nT is the fully developed form of the Effects, which, thus cannot 

any such permanent relation as that between Cause and Effe t ( 
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The Author now formulate? the argument m the clear and proper form — 
TEXT (18) 

(A) The said Effect carrot be produced by the Cause, — because 

IT ALREADY EXISTS, — LIKE THE CAUSE AND THE SPIRIT — (B) THUS 
ALSO WHAT IS POSTULATED CARROT BE THE CAUSE, — BECAUSE 
THERE IS NOTHING THAT CAN BE BROUGHT ABOUT BY 
IT, — JUST LIKE THE OTHER THING — (18) 

COMMENTARY 

1 Hetu ’, ‘ Cause ’, stands for Primordial Matter, and also the common 
things, Milk and the like , — ‘Tat /cat yam’, ‘the said effect’, stands for 
the Cosmic Intelligence, etc (products, according to the Sankhya, of Primor- 
dial Matter), as also the common things. Curd and the like , — ‘ Sattalah ’, 
means ' bemuse, it already exists’ , — ‘ hitu-vitti-xat ’ , ‘like the Cause and the 
Spirit’,— ‘ Cause ’ stands for Primordial Matter and also for the common 
things, Milk and the like , * mtti ‘ Spirit stands for the Sentient Faculty ; 
and what is like these two is ' like the Cause and the Spu it ’ — The argument 
may be thus formulated — That which is existent in its entirety cannot be 
produced by anything, — as, for instance. Primordial Matter and Spirit , — 
and the Effect in its mature state is already existent [ex hypothesi ),- — according 
to the opinion of our Opponent the Curd and the Products are already existent ; 

hence (if these were held as to be produced) it would involve the contingency 
of going against a universal law —Nor can the reason (probans) here put 
forward he regarded as no t true, inadmissible , because, if what cannot be 
produced in any form were regarded as producible, then all things would have 
to be regarded as producible, and this would lead to a regressus ad tnfimlum, 
which would nullify the Opponent’s proposition , and it would also involve 
e further absurdity of the produrability of what has already been produced 
" , Author has shown that what are regarded (by the Sankhya) 
.°T 0t real ‘y be beats’ or ‘Products’, now he proceeds to 
aCwZT , T r j 6garded as ‘ Causes ’ oann °t really be ‘ Causes’-’ Thus 
— 1 Zt ’ T M ' ted ’ - 1 0 the Entity posited What is 

common thine ^i “ mordlal Matter, and also the Seed, Milk and other 
- effects as Cosm’ic TTn ^ po3tulated as the ‘ Cause ’ of such intended 
products -^Zot E l f n ° e ^ thB r0St ’ aS als0 Curd and °thcr common 
°r e ° f th6Be Ia tter, — that is, ,t is not capable. 
be brought about b h *** ’ why 5— ' because there is nothing that can 

can ^be brotht ab“t t “T ’ ° 8 a matter ° f faot ’ « nothing that 
this chara to ff a u ‘ y ** " d ^ ’ and aS the said -tity has 
from whTlL; been^d t* T* t * &S the ‘ ° auee ’ Xhat 13 *> follows 
question being not effect &St ^ ° f the Text, ‘ r6 8 ardm g the effects in 

the term ‘ atah * th Z ^ ’ 18 thW reaSOn that the Text has used 

0harafto“-i“e1ieS { °* er / A * n » s ’’ 1 6 hke the thmg with a different 
0 the entlt y wluch has not,been posited as a Cause, the 
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entity that 3ms not been posited as the Cause is tho Spirit, — as declared (in 
the Siinlhyalai ikd, 3)--—' The Spirit is neither productive nor product ' 

Tins argument may bo formulated ns follows — That for winch there 
is nothing to bo brought about cannot be a Game , — eg the Spirit, — the 
entity postulated (os Cause) is one for which there is nothing to be brought 
about , — honco the entitv concerned is not found to fulfil the conditions which 
are invariably concomitant (with the nature of the Cause) 

Both these arguments put fora ard in the Text, are only meant, to expose 
the anomalies (involved in tho SSnkhya doctrine) , hence there is no need 
for putting forward only such corroborative examples as are accepted 
by both parties 

There is a party among Sankhyas who hold the view that — “The Spirit 
also is also a doer (a Cause) m regard to his own experiences, — on the analogy 
of the Reflection [which, though not of the Reflecting Substance, is yet attribut- 
ed to it , similarly though Experience does not subsist m the Spirit, yet it 
is attributed to him] ” 

As against this party, the explanation of the Text w ould be as follows — 
The term ‘ paratnui ' stands for the ‘ Para-atma ’, the Liberated Spirit, as 
such a Spirit would be liberated, he could not bo the doer (Cause) m regard 
to Experience Hence (even so) there is nothing wrong with the corroborative 
instance cited m tho Text. — (18) 

The Author, in the following text, indicates (on behalf of the Sanlhya) 
the fallacy of ‘Inadmissibility’ m the argument just put up by himself— 


TEXT (10) 

It might be urged that " THERE is some PECULIAR FEATURE, SOME. 
THING IN THE SHAPE OF manifestation AND THE LIKE,— BY 

producing WHICH, Causes might cease to be 
DEFAMED (AS FUTILE) ” —(10) 

COMMENTARY 

[The sanlhya may argue, as follows your feat ergoinent 

VOU mean your premiss to he in the fully qualified form ‘because it already 
exists in its entoety, even along with such features as being manifest and the 
"-ten the premiss is ‘Untrue’, ‘Inadmissible’, because we do not 
regard the Effect as existing along with all such features as , 

we regard it as existing only » the form of ^potency (m the Cause) 
If oX otter hand, you mean your premiss to be m general form, w tt- 

S2S=SS=aSlsl 

» b. MS —A 

non and the like ’ , the expression and the lute 
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peculiar conditions as Growth, ©to — ‘Which 1 (in tlie Text) stands for the 
‘ peculiar feature’ — * To be defamed 1 , — blamed What is meant is that 
our theory is not open to the fallacies that have been urged against our Reason 
as being ‘Inadmissible’, ‘Untrue’ and the like — (19)- 

The Author answers the above arguments in the following- — 

TEXT (20) 

If this (Peculiar Feature) existed previously, then the 

OBJECTION IS NOT ANSWERED , IE, HOWEVER, IT DID NOT EXIST 
PREVIOUSLY, THEN, BEING NON-EXISTENT, HOW COULD IT 
BE PRODUCED OUT OF THE CAUSES « — (20) 

COMMENTARY 

There can be only two alternatives (1) Thia ‘peculiar feature’ that 
has been spoken of, existed already, m its pristine state of Primordial Matter, 
prior to the condition of ‘ manifestation ' and the rest, — or (2) it did not 
so exist. If it did exist, then you have not succeeded m showing the 
invalidity (inadmissibility) of the two Reasons put forward by us, and thus 
answering them If, on the other hand, it did not exist previously, — then, 
even so, how could that ‘ peculiar feature ’ secure its production from the 
said Causes ’ ? As your argument is that what is non-existent cannot bo 
produced, such production cannot be right , — such is the sense of the 
Text — (20) 


The argument ‘ because what is already existent cannot be produced ’ 
as stated by the Author himself (agamBt the S&ntchya theory on p 24, ]. 20, 
paro ymg Sankhyakarilca, 9) has been duly supported , now he proceeds to 
argue m support of the other four arguments,—' ' because there is recourse 
to the Cause and the rest,— m the following— 


TEXT (21) 

season, ip there is nothing to be produced, there 

WOULD BE NO RECOURSE TO THE CAUSE ’,_NOR WOULD THERE 
BE ANY PRODUCTION OUT OF EVEN A SPECIFIC CAUSE, - 
NOR WOULD THERE BE ANY * EFFICIENCY ’, NOR ANY 
OPERATION ’ (OP THE CAUSE) — (21) 

COMMENTARY 

K, “* *° b ' .to 

4»UmH ’], ‘recourse^ t Cai ^ bo alread V “ existence [read ‘ Sadhya- 

bave recourse foITh 

brought about by tharCauJ * w ^ P u fP oseof something that could be 
y that-Cause Nor would it be necessary that particular 
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Effects, like Curd and the rest, must proceed only from particular causes , 
simply because there w ould bo nothing to ha pi oduced out of any cause This 
supports the (parodied) argument ‘Because all things are not possible' 
What is meant is that when the SSnUiya asserts that ‘ an Effect cannot 
be produced from all causes ’, what he means is that ‘ a particular Effect 
enn be produced onlj from a particular Cause * This is not possible under 
the Sanhhya theory of the Effect being already existent , as, under this tlieon , 
there would be nothing to be produced — Similarly as regards the argument 
that ‘ an efficient Cause can produce only that for which it is effheent 
neither ‘efficiency’ nor ‘the production of that for which it is efficient’ 
is possible under the Sanhhya theory , for the v ery same reason that there 
is nothing to be produced (under the theory) If anything were produced 
N bv another thing, then alone could one admit the ‘ efficiency ’ of the latter 
'tiling, wluch could then be accepted as the 1 Cause ’ of that which would 
bo produced —not otherwise —Tins is what is meant by the words— Nor 
Mould there be ‘ efficiency ’, «oi any ‘ operation of the Cause ’ (21) 

The following Text proceeds to show that it is not right that things 
should be regaided as ‘ Cause ’, for the simple reason that what is regarded 
as to be produced already exists (according to tlie Sanhhya)— 

TEXT (22) 

Inasmuch as every effect is already there in its entirety, there 
CAN BE NOTHING ‘ TO BE PRODUCED ’ (AN Effect) , CON- 
SEQUENTLY, THE VERY. NAME ‘CAUSE’ CANNOT BE 
LOGICAL - — (22) 


COMMENTARY 

Tins is said m support of the argument (the last one m the parodied 
Sdnlchyalarila)-‘ Because the Effect is of the same essence as - 

But it is not (i e the name ‘ Cause ’ is not illogical) Hence the Effect car™ 
be regarded as existent ,— this conclusion lias to be construe 
(five) arguments set forth above — (22) 

With the following text the Author proceeds to criticise the theory of 
the Effect being existent, from another point of view 

TEXT (23) 

- > £2=2 r=s=«" 

COMMENTARY 

. . „ , Wrong Cognition ’ includes also DoublfulCogm- 

(affirmation and denial), and hence 
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is as much an ‘ imposition ’ (as Wrong Cognition). — As a matter of fact, 
every Means (of Cognition), when operating on its objective, does two things : 
it sets aside Misconception and Doubt relating to the object of Cognition, 
and prodnoes a definitely Certain Cognition relating to it Tins fact cannot 
be compatible with reason, under the Sankhya theory of the ‘Existent 
Effect’— (23) 

In the following text, the Author piooeeds to explain why the said fact is 
not compatible with reason, under the Sankhya theory — 


TEXT (24) 

The Doubt and the Misconception cannot be set aside, as they 

WOULD BE ALWAYS THERE NOR IS THE PRODUCING OR 
DEFINITELY CERTAIN COGNITION POSSIBLE, FOR THE VERY 
SAME REASON. HENCE ALL THAT HAS BEEN 
SAID IS FUTILE — (24) 


COMMENTARY 

[It is not compatible] because, as regards Misconception and Doubt, 
both of these, under your theory, would be of the nature of either Sentience 
(Consciousness, Spirit ) or Cosmic Intelligence and Mind , in either case any 
setting aside of these would be impossible, because Spirit, Cosmic Intelligence 
and Mind,- all these being eternal (constant),— Misconception and Doubt also 
would he constant Nor would the production of Definitely Oertam Cognition 
be possible through any Means , for the same reason ,— i e because it is always 
there (ex hypotheei) —From all tins it follows that all that you have said 
m support of your doctrine is entirely futile —What this hints at is that the 
rxmeaya -doctrine involves self-contradiction , for instance, when the Sankhya 
speaks of the means of producing a definitely Oertam Cognition, it implies the 
producing of the Definite Cognition which has not been there , and this i B con- 

^ ‘ ^ Effe0t 18 6XIBtent ' ' S ° th6re 13 Cl6ar sclf - e °“tra- 


TEXT (25) 

If, on the other hand, (it be held that) the Definite Cognition 

THAT WOULD BE PRODUCED WOULD BE ONE THAT HAS NOT BEEN 
THERE,— THEN, THIS ONE INSTANCE (OF THE EFFECT 
BEING NON-EXISTENT) WOULD INVALIDATE ALL 
THOSE REASONS (THAT HAVE BEEN SET FORTH 

by the Sankhya) — (25) 


COMMENTARY 

the DefinY r r 6r t0 M the o£ the reasons ’ lt admitted that 

not w Cogmtlon that 18 produced from the Means is one that did 
before,— then, m that case, the entire set of reasonings—* Because 
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whafc is non-existent cannot be produced, etc e/e'/M,,,;- 
invalidated, because as there is nnfi, Myalarika, 9), —becomes 

just as there is production of the non existent Defituto r , ' , ~ 6uni[arIr > 

— • - *■“ ■*-— »— ,„rr »• 

no possthltty Of the sa ,d Deflmto Cogtntion being produced from ell rorte 
Of Means (Wrong, Doubtful and the hke>,_and as even though ZZZt 
the Definite Cognition is brought about by only such means as are efficient 
that purpose,— and just ns these Means have the nature of the ■ Cause 
so exactly could it be also m every other case (and the Premiss of the Sankhya 
would thus become annulled] — (25) J 


TEXT (26) 

If it be heed that— “ the Effect, which has been unmamfested 
(latent, in the Cause), acquires manifestation through the 
_ Causes then (the question is) what is this manifestation 
of the Effect * — It cannot consist in the appear- 
ance (production) of a peculiarity in its 

NATURE , BECAUSE OF NON-DIFFERENTIATION 
AND NON-GONNECTION — (26) 

COMMENTARY 

The SaiMchya may argue thus — " Though, even prior to the operation 
of its MeanB, the Definite Cognition is already in existence, yet the Means 
(Cause) is not futile , because prior to the operation of the Cause, the Cogni- 
tion was unmamfested (lying latent in the Cause), and subsequently (to the 
operation), it acquires manifestation through that cause , hence what the 
Causa operates for is the manifestation (of the latent Effect) , and bo there 
is no futility ” 

This however cannot be right , because there con be no such 1 manifesta- 
tion’. This * manifestation ’ consists either (o) m the appearance of some 
peculiarity in the nature of the Effect, or (6) in the apprehension of the 
peculiarity, or (c) m the disappearance of what has been obstructing the 
apprehension of the peculiarity 

It cannot consist in the appearance of some peculiarity in its nature , 
because would this ‘ peculiarity m its nature ’ be non-distinct from the Effect 
[Definite Cognition m the case in question), or distinct from it T If it were non- 
distinct, then, inasmuch as there would be nor, -differentiation from the Definite 
Cognition (Effect), it would be as constant as the form of the Definite Cognition 
itself , and hence there could be no * production ’ of it If, on the other hand, 
the ‘ peculiarity ’ is something distinct from the Effect (Definite Cognition) 

ttself, oven so, there could be no such connection (or relationship) as ‘ tlus is 

a peculiarity of that ’ Because any such connection (between the Effect 
and its Peculiarity) could only be either one of * container and contained ’ 
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or o£ * Cause and Effect ’ (Producer and Product) — The former is not possible 
in the case in question , because the two factors concerned not rendering 
any help to one another, the said relation of ' Container and Contained ’ is 
not possible , even if there u ere any help rendered, if that Help were something 
distinct from the two factors, then the Connection itself could not be there , 
so that there would be an infinite regress If, on the other hand, the Help 
were not so distinct, then the operation of the Cause would be futile , ns 
the Definite Cognition (Effect) itself would have brought about the ‘Pecu- 
liarity ’, wluch, ex hypothec i, is not-distinet from the said Help — Then again, 
the * Peculiarity ’ being something incorporeal, it would not be possible for 
it to fall downwards, and as such, it would not need a ‘ container ’ (or receptacle, 
support), because a * receptacle ’ can only serve the purpose of preventing 
tlus downward fall (due to gravity). — Nor is the relation of ‘ Cause and Effect ’ 
possible (between the Effect and its ‘ Peculiarity ’) , because the Cause m 


the shape of the Definite Cognition being always there, it would be possible 
for the peculiarity to be produced always , — wluch is absurd Nor would 
it be right to hold that the production of the Peculiarity by the Definite 
Cognition would be dependent upon the actual operation of the Cause. 


Because there can be no dependence upon what renders no help , and if 
there is help rendered, then the theory becomes open to the objection and 
infinite regress urged above —Further, this Peculiarity that is held to be 
produced as something distinct,— is it existent or non-existent (prior to the 
operation of the Cause) ? These two horns of the dilemma present them- 
selves here also— If the Peculiarity is something non-existent, then, as urged 
above, all the reasons (put forward by the Sdnkhya) become invalidated 
If, on the other hand, it has been existent, then there is no use for the Cause. 
—If in regard to the Manifestation also, a further ‘ manifestation ’ were 
postulated,— there would be nothing to prevent the infinite regress as to 
what this further ‘ manifestation ’ is and so forth —Thus, even on tho alter- 
native of the two being distinct, there would be ‘ non-connection ’ and as 
there would be no connection (relationship), any production of ‘ peculiarity 1 
in the nature of the Effect would not be possible (26) 


XJSAX (27) 

T ?' ' Ma ™tation‘ ™ Effect carrot consist » its Appro- 
hension ■ nor in the removal of what was obstructing its Apprehension , 
because the Apprehension is a constant factor, and 
also because there is no possibility of a second 
(Apprehension). — (27) 

COMMENTARY 

sistine m^ 0t ^ nght *° regard tha ‘ manifestation ’ (of the Effect) as con- 
•I Ita ffiw °< *• ■»•»<«.» ./ «• . be,™, a, Cogmt.on 

heory of the upholder of the theory of the Effect being 
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existent, ho sometlung eternal , under the circumstance what of it would 
bo there which u ould be produced ? Also because no second apprehension 
is possible, the Manifestation of the Effect cannot consist in the appearance 
of the Cogmtton of that Effect The particle ‘ also ’ has the cumulative force , 
and it has to bo oonstmed apart from its place in the text , it should be taken 
ns after the word ‘ asambhavat ’, — (i e at the end of the sentence) So that the 
sense comes to bo ns follows — According to your view, Cogmtton (Conscious- 
ness) is one only, — your doctrine being that from Creation down to Dissolution, 
there is only one Consciousness , and it is tins same Consciousness that 
constitutes Definite Cognition , apart from this then, what other 1 appre- 
hension ’ is there wluch would be styled ' manifestation ’, and which would 
be produced by Causes ? 

The following might be urged here (by the Sdnkhya) — “ The Apprehension 
of an object is not of the nature of ‘Buddhi ’ (Consciousness), it is of the 
nature of 'Manas’, ‘Mind’” 

But that cannot be right, because all these terms — 'Buddhi ’ (Intelli- 
gence), ‘ Vpalabdhi' (Apprehension), ' Adhyavasaya ’ (Determinate Cognition), 

* Manas ' (Mind), * Samvilli ' (Knowledge) and so forth, — are synonymous 
This is going to be explained later on. 

Nor can * Manifestation ' of the Effect consist m the * removal of what 


has been obstructing its apprehension ' , for the same two reasons For instance, 
* that which has been obstructing its apprehension ’ being sometlung eternal 
(at hypothesi), no ‘ removal ’ of it is possible It is not possible for this 
‘ removal ’ to be m the nature of * disappearance ’ , because until the thing 
has renounced its previous form, it cannot ‘ disappear ’ 

Further, ‘ because there is no possibility of a second apprehension ’, there 


can be no obstaole to apprehension , as there can be no obstruction (conceal- 
ment) of what is non-existent, because what is ‘ obstructed ’ is always 
sometlung that is existent From all this it follows that there can be no 
‘ removal ’ of the Obstruction (of Apprehension) 

Or the term ' mlyatvdt ’, ' because of its being constant * (m the Text), 
may be taken to mean that, because the Cognition of the Effect is constant 
(eternal), there can be no ‘ obstruction 1 of it , and because such obstruction is 
impossible, there can be no 1 obstruction ’ of it —Nor again can the ‘ removal 
of the obstruction ’ be brought about by anything, because it is characterless 
(borne a negative entity, it has no positive character) 

Under the doctrine of the ‘ Existent Effect ’, the futility of the causal 
operation is not the only incongruity, the impossibility of Bondage and 
Liberation is another incongruity , m fact, the most undesirable contingency 
Of the cessation of all worldly activity cannot be avoided For instance, 
vou hold the doctrine that ‘ Liberation ’ follows on the appearance of true 
KVmwledee in the shape of real discrimination between Matter and Spirit , 

tins True Knowledge is always constantly present, ell embodied 
now as this ^e Knowleag^^ ^ there could be no ■ Bondage ’ 

rwersdv ‘ Bondage also has been held to be due to Wrong Notion (Mis- 
C ° n ention' Illusion) and a* this Illusion also would be a constant factor, 
be always ‘under bondage’ , and under the circumstances, 

how could there be any ‘Libeiation ’ ? 
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Then again, whenever people have recourse to an;' activity, it is oitlior 
for securing what is beneficial or for getting rid of what is harmful. Under 
the theory of the 1 Existent Effect ’ however, there can be nothing that cannot 
be secured, nor anything that cannot be got rid of , honco the whole world would 
be without desire for anj thing, so that, ultimately there would bo total 
cessation of all worldly activities — (27) 

Having thus refuted the doctrine of the ‘Effect being existent (oven 
prior to the operation of its Cause),’ the Author proceeds to refute the 
objections likely to he urged against the doctrine that * the Effect is non- 
existent (prior to the operation of its Cause) ' . — 


TEXT (28) 

Just as (under the Sdnkhya theory), — even though, on the ground 
of all things being constituted by the Three Attributes, 

THERE IS NO DIFFERENTIATION AMONG THEM, AND YET 
EVERYTHING (CAUSE) DOES NOT FRODUCE EVERYTHING 
(Effect),— in the same manner, even though the 
Effect is non-existent (before the Causal 
Operation), everything cannot produce 
everything —(28) 


COMMENTARY. 


The very denial of the theory of the ‘ Existent Effect ’ has, by implication, 
proved that the Effect is ‘non-existent’; as ‘existent’ ‘and non-existent’ 
are contradictory terms , and hence no third alternative is possible Even so 
the Author now proceeds to show the futility of the objections that the 
Opponent has urged (against the Buddlust theory of the ‘ non-existent Effect ’). 
« . "f he °^ eotlon has be(m ' ur g e <l (by the Sankhya, under Text 8, above) that 
if the Effect were non-existent, it could not be produced, because zt would 
mvz no form, at all 


N ° W 18 M’wious, beset with the fallacy of being ‘ Unknown ’ 

of the Effect^h r US6 5* 13 ^ lt lS the nat ™ 6 « character itself 

if tww i th f “ Pr ° d " 0ed (br the °™ se >’ and th ' s mature or character 
ladmitted] t0 be ’ ■ -I* might be urged 

lt 18 eertamly characterless ” -Not so, we reply , 
possible for it to be * characterless ’, it cannot be right to regard 

not there even hjf ” wean * 13 that 4( haa ™> character ; and this certainly is 
of the Opponent; °tf ,e Production, of the thing , m fact, (under the argument 

to have been nut W A T *** * WOuW have no {orm ’ be ^Id 
shape of the “SaSn^r ^ 1 ‘ form!ess entlty ’ In 

(proving What E i a ° ! the th “ g ’~ tllen tbe reasonmg would be futile 

has nof been “S * ■*”*■*> 5 M the ' ^on of the thing ’ 

4 S by any one as ‘something produced ’.—Further, 
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TEXT (29) 

" Inasmuch as the presence op limits "would be impossible por 

YOU, THE POTENCIES CANNOT BE RESTRICTED. ON THE VIEW OF 
THEIR BEING EXISTENT, ON THE OTHER HAND, THEIR 
RESTRICTION WOULD BE RIGHT AND PROPER AS PERTAIN- 
ING TO THE LIMITS ” — (29) 

COMMENTARY 

For you — i e for the Buddhist who holds the Effect to be non-existent — 
it is not possible for the (causal) Potencies to be restricted. — Why ? — Because 
the presence of limits, — in the shape of Effects — would be impossible ; [as the 
Effects would be non-existent, there would be nothing with reference to which 
there could be restriction] , — for the simple reason, that when the limit 
is non-existent, that which is limited cannot be there This argument may 
be formulated as follows — Things devoid of limits in the shape of existent 
Effects cannot have their potencies restricted, — e g. such things as Hare’s 
Horns,— -and (according to you) things like the Paddy-seed are devoid 
of limits m the shape of existent Effects, hence they do not fall within 
range of the Major term [i e they cannot have their Potencies restricted] 
—With a view to show the soundness of his own view, the S&nkhya adds— 
On the mew of their being existent, etc — l e if Effects are held to be existent , 
— ‘ their ’ — i e. of the Potencies. — (29) ’ 


In the following Text, the Author points out the invalidity of the reason 
(set forth by the Sankhya, in the preceding Text) 


TEXT (30) 

It is not so ; it may be that, on account op the absence op 1 Limits ’ 
there CAN BE NO SUCH SUBSEQUENT ASSERTION AS HELD BY US 
But there is no harm done to the nature op the 
HING ITSELF WHICH IS ENTIRELY FREE PROM ALL 
RESTRICTIVE ADJUNCTS — (30) 


COMMENTARY. 


IT! ^ OPP°nent]-becaUse, on account 0 / the 
as that ’the potency to nrntl h ‘ he ™ oatl be no such subsequent assertion 
bo so , but 7 1° n CUrd 18 Present 111 the ’ - that may 
adjuncts — which u not a rSf ^ "**? “ >ee from aU Relive 

wh.ch there appears anotheX ^ assum P tion >> subsequent to 

and there can be no denial of '*?’ Wh i Ch haS n0t been Previously perceived , 
no denial of such an Entity (as of the former one) -( 30 ) 
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The Sanlkya me, urge the following-” Where, with regard to any- 
thmg, there is absolute cessat.on of all verbal and eoneeptual content-them 
the very nature of the thing must cea*-e ” 

Tiie answer to tins is as follows 


TEXT (31) 

The Name of Things is not their ‘Essence’ (Nature, Form) because 
all kinds of * Conception ’ and 1 verbal expression ’ 

PROCEED THROUGH HABIT, WITH REFERENCE TO THE 
UNDIFFERENTIATED (IMMACULATE) ENTITI' — (31) 

COMMENTARY 

The Nature of a thing is what has the widest extension (range), 
it is only v hen that is excluded that it sets aside its less extensn e concomi- 
tants, — be it Cause or Effect, — because there is imariable concomitance 
between the two (the more extensive ‘Nature’ and the less ex-tensive Cause 
or Effect) , nothing else sets aside this , for if it did, it would lead to absurdity 
Such ‘verbal expression’ as that Milk has the potency to produce Curd’, 
— does not constitute the ‘Essence 1 — Nature — of thingB, if it were so, then 
alone could ‘ the verbal expression on being excluded, exclude the relevant 
thing also 

‘ Verbal Expression ’ is mentioned only by way of illustration , ‘ Concep- 
tion ’ (Fanciful Assumption) also as related to the Thing in question is meant 
to be included 

‘Essence’ also is mentioned only by way of illustration , it includes the 
‘ Cause ’ also , so that the ‘ Name ’ of a thing is not its * Cause ’ , because the 
thmg can be produced without the Name 

The Author states the reason for the assertion just made — Because alt 
kinds of ' Conception etc etc Because , — inasmuch as, — all 'Conceptions ’ , 
which are connected with Names, — as also all ‘ Verbal Expressions * — express- 
ive words, — both of which are of all kinds — of venous kinds, — proceed, become 
applicable ,-" -Ih rn ugh lidbit, — with reference to the undifferentiated (Immaculate) 
Entity — i e the Entity which has no component parts and which is of one 
constant uniform nature That is to say, there is a single Entity, m the 
shape of ‘ Word-Sound ’ for instance, which, being constant, is * conceived ’ 
and ‘spoken of’ by speakers existing at \ arymg times It is only when 
these ‘ Word-conceptions ’ become identified w ith, and have for then* objective, 
the said constant Entity, that this latter becomes diversified, or (conversely), 
like the Essence of the Entity itself, the Conceptions theroselses become 
unified in essence , in no case can it be right that any single thing should be 
diverse m its essence , anv such idea would lead to absurdity —Hence what 
happens is that the potency of the Cause being restricted, it is only some 
non-existent thing that is produced, not all 

Thus the Reason (put forward by the Sanlhya, under Text S, above)— 

‘ because it would have no form at all ' is Inconclusive 

For the same reasons, the other reasons also (propounded by the SanUiya 
m support of the ‘Existence, of the Effect ’ under SSnUiyaldnlM, 9) sue i 
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as ‘ because the particular Causa is secured', and the rest, — become invalid. 
Because, what is said regarding the * Securing of the particular Cause ’ would 
be true if the said ‘ Securing of the particular Cause ’ wore found anj where 
to have been due to the presence (therein) of the Effect , specially as it is 
quite possible for the said securing 0/ the particular Cause to be due to the 
restricted character of the Potency of the Cause itself 

That ‘ every thing cannot bo produced from everything’ is also due to 
the restricted character of the Causal Potency itself , as it is impossible for 
everything to bo, by its very nature, capable of producing all tilings 

As for the argument set forth (by the Sankhya) above, under Text 12 — 
“that to which no peculiarity can be attributed, which is formless and 
unmodifiable, — how could such a thing be produced by Causes ’ ”, — that also 
has been urged without understanding the real sense of our theory We do 
not say that a Non-entity is produced , if we had said that then alone could' 
it be urged against us that any modification of it would involve loss of its 


very essence We have howeser already explained that 11 hat is produced is 
a Thing itself (not a mere non-entity) , all that wo say is that the thing 
was non-existent before its production, — a conclusion deduced from the 
fact that (prior to production) it is not found to fulfil the conditions of Coqm- 
sabihty and that which is already a full-fledged entity cannot be an Effect, 
something to be produced , and that it is spoken of as ‘ produced ’ by that 
Cause on 11 hose mere proximity it springs into existence Nothing is produced 
by the entering into it of any operations (of the Cause), because all things 
are, by tlieir very nature, devoid of operative activity Then again, there is 
nothing that can be called a ' non-entity which could be modified (as urged 
by the Sanhhya) , nor can ‘ non-existence ’ constitute the ‘ Essence ’ of 
anything j because ‘ non-existence ’ is a mere negation — Then again, if 
it be asserted that “What 16 non-existent cannot be produced, because no 
peculiarities of the product could bo attributed to it”, — then how could the 
Existent also be produced, since its essential features are already accom- 
plished, and no further peculiarities could be attributed to it * — .For these 
reasons, the reasoning that “ Because what is efficient can produce only 
that which can be produced by it ” is invalid 

Further, inasmuch as under the theory of the ‘Noil-existent Effect’, 
it is possible for things to be 1 Causes ’, the final ( Sankhya ) argument also— 
Because the Effect is of the essence of the Cause”— « invalid, ‘ too wide and 
< " >r ’ lnasmu °k as the fact of the Existent thing being an 
■affect has been already shown to be impossible,— and as all the facts that 
are een urged, m the shape of the arguments (111 Sdnlhyakcinlca, 9 ) — 

und^t 0 P£lrt T' ar Cai,,e 13 seoured ” forth, -are explicable only 

am * an + f OTy ° ^ le ^ ect being non-existent , — oil these four arguments 
« . ** ^ aS in su PP orfc the Sanhhya doctrine of the 

conchiejfn 1 ecb )» because they actually prove what is contrary to the 
conclusion desired (by the Sdnlhya)-(M ) 


1SJ0OT ' iew thatlvlmt 18 produced has been 
duction of 1 h J 10W 13 lt that m the mtra < of the Buddhists), the pro- 
10 1. the Existent as well as the Non-existent, has been denied ? 
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This !8 the declaration ‘ O h.gh-nunded one, all Things are un-produced, as 
neither the Existent nor the Non-existent is ever produced * ” 

The answer to this is provided by the following — 


TEXT (32) 

In reality, the ‘production ’ (of a Thing) consists in its becoming a 
thing , this ‘ Production ’ cannot be related to what is existent, 
or with what is non-existent , it is related only to 

A CONCEPTUAL IDEA WHICH IS PURELY NON- 
EXISTENT — (32) 

COMMENTARY 

The particle ‘ tu ' (in reality ) serves to emphasise what is going to be 
said — When we come to examine in what manner a particular thing may be 
distinguished from other things, we find that what is called the ‘production ’ 
(appearance, coming into existence, of a Thing) is only its own Essence, 
becoming itself, which exists merely for a moment, free from all connection 
with all elements of the Past and the Future It is not a ' Universal ’ with 
particular features, as assumed by the Vaibhasika , such a * Universal ’ is 
going to be refuted (under Chapter 13) Nor does it consist m ‘inherence 
in Being ’ or ‘ inherence m its own Cause as postulated by the Vaishesiha , 
as both these also are going to be refuted (under Chapter 13), and because, 
under the theory of the other party (the Vaishesika), both these (In- 
herences) are constant, and what is already constant cannot be produced 
To this effect there is the folio wmg declaration — * Being (Existence) consists 
m being m contact with the Cause, the Cause is a cause by virtue of 
producing the Effect , the Being and the Contact both being constant, 
what is there that could be produced f ’ 

This — the said Production — cannot be related to tchot is non-existent , — 
by the relation of * co-essentiahty ’ (being of the same essence) , as 
* existent ’ and ‘ non-existent ’ are mutually contradictory, what is non- 
existent cannot come about Nor can the * production ’ be related to what 
is existent already from before , because before Production, the existent cannot 
be there 

Question—" Then how is it tliat you (Buddhists) are upholders of the 
doctrine that ‘ the Effect is non-existent ’ ’ " 

Answer — Only to a conceptual idea, etc , — it is only to a conceptual idea, 
which is of the nature of either the Active Agent or the Instrument,— 
(Cause ) — it is led into relationship As a matter of fact, there is nothing 
called ‘ non-existent ’ which could enter into * production ’ , the idea therefore 
that ‘ the non-existent is produced ’ is purely conceptual —(32) 


Question—" What is the basis of this ‘ conception ’ on which the said 

Idea is supposed to rest ? ” 

The answer is supplied by the following 
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TEXT (33) 

The basis (of the said conception) lies in the tact that the rnior 

OF A THING PERCEIVED IN IMMEDIATE SEQUENCE TO ANOTHER 
THING DID NOT EXIST BErORE If THE SAID THING 
HAD EXISTED PREVIOUSLY THEN THIS BASIS 
•WOULD NOT BE THERE (TOR THE SAID 

assumption) — (33) 

COMMENTARY 

II hen the previously unpeicetved form of a particular thing is porconed 
in immediate sequence to another thing, — the said form is one that did 
not exist before — le prior to its own ‘middlemost state’ *-■ for tho simple 
reason that it is not appiehended as fulfilling the conditions of being per- 
ceived Hence this forms the basis for the conception that tho thing that 
is produced is one that did not e\isb before.—" How so ? "—If the said tlung, 
etc ‘e prior to its ‘middlemost state’, if the form of tlie thing, tins 
middlemost state, had existed, there could be no room for tho said ‘ basis ’ 
of the Conception that ‘what was non-ex«stent has become produced 
Because the term ‘becomes produced’ connotes tlint particular state 
of the thing which appears m its ‘middlemost state’ , and if this were 
present even previously (to that state), then this would set aside the 
notion that the form ’ of the tiling consists in that particular form of it 

“reS*"" 8 f ' middlemost state> onfy . P As (& h ^ 

■pZo L* ° ‘mrfT g . aS !Ma ’ and as SUCh lt could ** have nnv 
middlemost or ‘subsequent’ states at all binder the 

:;~r« Tdr"" i ° *"■•» “ ■*" 

. there u ould be no grounds for differentiation —(33) 

- — 

TEXT (34) 

It has been held that tttv . 

Milk and oiHEa rw D ° THEE Bffeci * SCTSIST » ™e 

-tv what is ^ zjzst' 

" * Curd AND OTHER EFFECTS,^ 4 S 
ALSO WOULD BE PERCEIVED LIKE THE 

Milk itself — (34) 

COMMENTARY. 

What do I oTmallv ' m !nn ‘b^T tE ^ ^ EffeCt Subs,Bts ln the Cause, 
— l ^y this Do yon mean that the Effect exi sts 

Sr*— 4 mtoeU^rce m °^ 3 CZnt S o tt f teS ’ ^ m0meat °‘‘ non - em *“™>, 

existence, cessation, destruction! “ !sfence > and (3) moment of non- 
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there m the actually manifested form? If so, then that cannot be, for if 
it were so then while the Milk is still m the form of Milk, the Curd would 
bo pereeiv ed, just as it is after the production of the Curd — Or, is it meant 
that it subsists there in the form of Latent Potency * — Is this ‘Potency’ 
something different from the Curd and other "Effects as manifested m the 
perceptible form ? Or is it the same as these If it is the same, then , 
as beforo, it should be perceptible (which it is not) — (34) 

[The other alternative that it is something different is taken up in the 
following Text] — 

TEXT (35) 

If it is something different (from the Effect), then the existence 

or ONE THING CANNOT BE SPOKEN OP AS THAT OF ANOTHER, 
EXCEPT FIGURATIVELY (For EXAMPLE) THE EXISTENCE 

of the (Attribute of) ‘ Harmony ’ is not 
spoken of as the existence of ' Pain ’ 
and ‘ Delusion ’ — (35) 


COMMENTARY 


If the other alternative is accepted — viz that the ‘ Potency ’ is some- 
thing different from the ‘ Effect ’, — then the view that ‘ the Effect subsists 
m the form of the Cause’ becomes abandoned, because you admit the 
existence of an entity different from the Effect, in the shape of “ Potency ’ 
For instance, when something becomes manifested in a form endowed with 


particular qualities resulting from the development of the particular taste 
and potency, — then it is called an ‘Effect’, like the Curd for instance, and 
this Curd-effect is spoken of as ‘ non existent ’ m the state of Mill, because 
it is not capable of being perceived As regards ‘ Potency ’, winch (you say) 
is something different from tins ‘ Effect ’, — it cannot thus be an Effect , 
for the simple reason that the existence of one thing (Potency) cannot mean 
the existence of another (Effect ) , for if it did, then it would be all confusion 
“ B u t we have such expressions as Butler is longevity, where Butter is 
found to be spoken of as longevity, which is a totally different thing, and 
Damp Beed is foot-disease, where Damp Beed is spoken of as foot-disease. 


a totally different tiling ” 

In answer to tins, the Text lias added the phrase ‘ except figuratively , 

j e there can be no such expressions except m figurative language 

Longevity is spoken of as Butter only figuratively, through attributing the 

character of the Effect (Lonuev ity) to its Couse (Butter) , and such expressions 

are not possible m then literal sense If, when you say that the Effect is 

existent m the Cause’, you are using oulv figurative language, tottoeB 

no difference between our views, there is difference how ever if you intend 

the assertion to be taken m its literal sense -This is what the Text shows 

v, r means of an example — The existence of Harmony, etc —Even j on (SunUtya) 
bymeanso an example- J MMe) and -Delus.on’ 

is the same as that of ‘Harmony’ ,^-Attr.bete) , 
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aB each one oS these has teen held to lmve a Mart oheraeler of its 
owl- (36) 

The Text now proceeds to show the Inadmissibility of the Premiss put 
forward (by the SaMya under KankO 15) m tlio foim ' Recnuso of 
homogeneity" — 

TEXT (30) 

The ‘ Manifest ’ is hot admitted by us in any way whatsoevui 

AS HOMOGENEOUS WITH (MADE UP OF) PlXASUKE AND THE 
REST , BECAUSE PLEASURE AND THE REST ARE ‘ INTERNAL , 

• SUBJECTIVE ’ , AND THAT THESE ARE SO IS MANITEST 
FROM THEIR OWN CLEAR COGNITION — (36) 


CXfcDIEXTABY. 

That the ‘ Manifest m the shape of Sound and other things, n * homo- 
geneous’ -with — of the same form as, — Pleasure (Pam and Delusion), is not 
admitted by us in any way , — why I — because Pleasure and the rest arc * in- 
ternal \ — 1 e subjective, of the nature of consciousness (feeling) , and Sound and 
other things being insentient, — liow could they be homogeneous with Pleasure, 
etc ? — The argument may be formulated as follows — Things that nro 
not of the nature of Consciousness cannot consist of Pleasure and tlio rest , 
— e g the Spirit postulated by the other party ; — and Sound and other things 
Me devoid of the nature of Consciousness , hence the more extensive character 
is found absent in them (which excludes the presence of the less extensive 
character, that of consisting qf Pleasure, etc ). 

The following argument might be urged . — “ It is only after the 
invariable concomitance of the character of being of (he nature of Conscious- 
mss vfith'tke character of consisting of Pleasure, etc has been established that 
t e absence of the former might exclude the character of causing Pleasure 
rom ound and the rest, as a matter of fact however, the said invariable 
concomitance itself has not been established, — inasmuch as we do admit the 
Pleasure etc ^ nature Consciousness (and yet not consisting of 

In answer to this, the Text adds — That these are so is manifest from their 
cognition That is, the fact of Pleasure, etc being of the nature of 
etc tlT^r* ^ es ^ , hshfld t * — how ’-—/rom t7ie copmhon of Pleasure » 

point !? VeS * 1 6 Co S mtl0n Pleasure, etc is itself quite clear on this 
tion itself °* * act ’ 18 to ° c * ear ( to need emphasis) that the Cogm- 

rest follow) e ^ c m ^ orm tlio Peelings of Satisfaction and the 

self hamn ® P res ©uce or absence of Sound and other things, is 

to UUmmuw ^ T Very natar6 and does not depend upon anything else 
to mamW lfc ’“" and whatever is independent of other tbmgs 

spoken of hr « w 18 m the form of Satisfaction, etc.,— is 

3 «ch terms as 1 Consciousness \ * Pleasure ‘ Peeling *, e Cotmi- 
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tion — all wluoh are synonymous. If the experiencing of Pleasure, etc 
u ero duo to some other feeling, — then the feeling of Pleasure, etc would be 
of the nature of something other than Satisfaction and the rest , because it 
itself would not bo of tho nature of that, as is the ease with the Yogin, or 
the Person making inferences, cognising the Pleasure, etc ns felt by other 
porsons If this « ere not so, then these persons — Yogm, etc — also would be 
thomsolves actually feeling tho Pleasure, etc, as present in others, and (hence) 
boing distressed and so forth (on account of those feelings) Or (conversely), 
as in tho case of the Yogm, so in all cases, the feelings of being kindly or 
unkindly treated would bo absent, as the circumstances would be the same 
m both cases — If then, the Feeling is admitted to be of the nature of Satis 
faction and tho rest, it becomes established that Pleasure, etc are of the 
nature of Consciousness. Because our Pleasure is nothing more than the 
feeling of Satisfaction, and Pam is nothing more than the feeling of Pissatis 
faction — From all this it follows that the Season put forward in the Text is 
not Inconclusive nor Inadmissible Speoially among people who (like the 
Sanlhya) believe in the Reality of the External World, it is an admitted fact 
that Sound and other things (which are external, objective) are devoid of the 
nature of Consciousness If it were not so, then they would have accepted the 
doctrine of tl-e Idealist , and this would be what we most desire —Nor can 
our Reason be regarded as ‘ Contradictory ’, as it is found present m every 
case whero the Probandum is known to be present — (36) 


Tho following argument might be urged (by the Sanlhya) — “ As a 
matter of fact, though Consciousness (or Cognition) by itself is devoid of 
the Blue or any other colour, yet it appears to he of that colour, by reason 
of the proximity of the Blue Object outside, and in the same manner, the 
Consciousness, whioh by itself is devoid of the form of Happiness and the 
rest, appears m these forms by reason of the imposition of the external 
Happiness, etc upon it, so that, even though the Feeling is of the nature of 
Happiness, etc , these latter cannot be regarded as constituting Consciousness, 
and thus our principal Reason is not ‘ too wide ’ or Inconclusive 
The answer to this is provided by the following 


TEXT (37) 

Oh account or the diversity of Habit and Nature, auetosshu.e 

0 »» =» ■»» "* «“■“ 

restricted to each single object, like Sound 
and the rest— (37) 

COMMENTARY 

,, 1 , > > BhUvana ' stands for Habit , 1®* » na *' ur0 > 

w : tS- T«*>a» -* «»o ■■ *•" "” a a * “* *” “ 
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the Hormowy- Attribute, Hate, Agitation, etc due to the Energy- Attribute, 
and Dejection, Illusion, etc due to the Inertia- Attribute , thus the effects of 
all the Three Attributes become included,— all these are found to be 
restricted,— i e. of one form for instance, on account of their peculiar 
habits, the Lover and other persons have one or the other of the said feelings 
in regard to Wine, Woman and other things, according as they have been 
found to be conducive to good or evil , — similarly on account of the peculiar 
nature, one or the other of the said feelings appear m some of the animals, 
like the Deer (who are attracted by Sound), the Elephant (who are attracted 
bv Odour) and the like —All these feelings (of Love, Hate and the rest) 
are always restricted (to the Lover, or the Deer, etc ), — and do not appear 
in all persons or animals Tins would not be right if Sound and other 
■objects were of the nature of (consisted of) Pleasure and the rest. (3i) 


Question — “ Why ? ” 

The answer is given in the following — 


TEXT (38) 

Being in keeping with one and the same Object, the Consciousness 

WOULD BE VARIEGATED IN CHARACTER IF IT BE URGED THAT 

“ IT IS NOT SO BECAUSE OF DESTINY AND SUCH OTHER 
FORCES ”, — THEN THE CONSCIOUSNESS WOULD 
NOT BE IN KEEPING WITH THE OBJECT 
AT ALL — (38) 

COMMENTARY. 

All the said Feelings being m keeping with one and the same object, 
the Consciousness of each person would be varieqated m character, — just like 
the cognition of such objects as the Blue and the like 

It might be urged that — "Even though every Object is tripartite in 
character (as made up of the Three Attributes), yet under the influence of 
«uch auxiliary unseen forces as those of Destiny and the like, in the form of 
Ment and Dement, it is only some aspect of it that figures m the con- 
sciousness of any one person, — and not all its aspects to all persons — The 

term ‘Sdi’,' such other forces ’, includes Habit, Nature, Desire to hold and 
the like ” 

If that were so, then the Consciousness would not be tn keeping with the 
? }e f ’ 1 6 8110,1 Consciousness would not rest upon the object , as it would 

be devoid of the form of the Object itself —(38) 


< j Th f ,ollowm S tBxt proceeds to show how the Consciousness would be 
devoid of the form of the Object ■ — 
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TEXT (39) 

The fobm of the Object itself is three-formed, and the Cognitions 
[of men) abb one-formed , — how can these latter be really 
possible with reference to the Object — being entirely 
different from it in character ? — (39) 


COMMENTARY 

The form of the Object consists of the Three Attributes of Sam a 
(Harmony), Rajas (Energy) and Tamas (Tnertin) — JVie Cognitions of men 
are one-formed , — the term ‘tat’ stands for Men, Spirits, what is meant is 
that the Cognitions that men have are all found to be of one form, having 
their form determined solely by each ono of the numerous circumstances 
of ‘ Attachment ’ and the like How can these latter, — i e the Cognitions — in 
reference to the Object — Sound and the rest, — realty — truly, — be possible ’ — 
“ Why cannot tlieso be possible ’ ” — Because they arc different from it in 
character , i e qmte different in character from the object on w luch dies are 
based — The argument is to bo formulated in the follow mg form — When a 
Cogmtion docs not apprehend the form of a particular object, it cannot 
have this object for its objective basis , — e g Visual Cogmtion cannot 1ms o 
Sound for its objective basis, — the Cognitions m question nro devoid of 
the form of the three-formed object , — hence the conclusion of the Opponent 
would bo opposed to tlie wider Premiss, and thero is reason for dens mg it also, 
in the shape of likely incongruities 

The following might bo urged (by the SSnlhya ) — " Es en though w lmt is 
actually apprehended by Perception is the Object, Sound and the re-t, m 
its entire aspect,— yet, on account of predisposition and other circumstances, 
the definite cogmtion that actual!} appears (according to the Buddhist) is 
only in reference to certain aspects of it,— such as its momenlars character 
and not in reference to all its aspects ,-m tho some manner (according to 
us) tho Cogmtion would appear in a single form under the unseen influence 

of Destiny and such other circumstances » 

Tins cannot be right According to us, such conceptions as (hose of 
•momentary character’ and the hko do not m reuhts has o an} Enlitr for 
their objective, because (according to us) the ‘Entity’ is besom! all con 
ceptmn It ,s only indirectly that conceptions (and Cognitions, are eon- 

no barns (orsubstratumMn .,! {rmn Cognition of Sound 

Cogmtion of tlie feelings of I lea , pi n „„ ir e dr' — 1 iirtlier, m- 

ond other objects which rreoi l lcna ^ ,i n temiinnte in th'ir 

nsmuch ns the feeling? o ’ mdc r m Ucnrss nttm lung to tie ir i Imnu f r. 

ST^rrSco^tion of the fcCng of -M b. a, was - 
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, T tl {aot lt 1S tins cognition of the object of all definite 

in to entire form In fact it is tnn> b 
CoJ “one that constitutes tl.eir definiteness (3) 

It has been asserted above (by 

"From tlie a J made up ° f P1 “ (P< "“ 

«* “ * h ” “ fc 

herein set forth is Inconclusive — 

TEXT (40) 

For the Followers of Yoga, 'Satisfaction 1 , ‘Dissatisfaction’ 
and ‘Delusion’ are fkoduced ec the same Shrit; and 

TET THE OTHER PARTY DO SOT HOLD THE SPIRIT TO 
BE OF THE ESSENCE OF THOSE —(40) 


COMMENTARY 

Those followers of Yoga who accept the teachings oiKapila, when meditn- 
ting upon the Spirit as distinguished from Primordial Matter, derive Satisfaction 
and Happiness, after having practised meditation of the Spirit m the right 
manner , but those who do not succeed in the practice of Meditation, and 
heuce do not perceive the Spirit quickly enough, become beset with Dissnhs- 
faction , uhile those who are, by their very nature, of dull intelligence, become 
beset with Delusion and yet the other Party do not regard the Spirit 
to be of the essence of these — 1 e to consist of the Three Attributes. From 
this it follows that the premiss stated in the form ‘Because of the appre- 
hension of such Effects as Satisfaction, Dissatisfaction and Dejection 1 — is 
Inconclusive, * too rode 

“As a matter of fact, however, Pleasure, etc proceed from Volition 
determination, the function of Cosmic Intelligence), not from the Spirit ” 

The same might he said of Sound and the rest also , and in that case, 
as all these objects (Sound, etc ) would be products of mere Volition, there 
could be no such things as External Pleasure, etc , because 4 Volition 5 is of the 
nature of Consciousness, purely subjective For the same reason the proposi- 
tion that “ Cognition or Experience is of the nature of Satisfaction (Dissatis- 
faction and Dejection), through the influence of such impositions as those of 
external Pleasure, etc " — also becomes rejected Specially because, even 
without the imposition of such external things, Happiness, etc are actually 
found to appear entirely on the substratum of the Spirit itself How too 
could the imposition of something else bring about the well-known feeling of 
Pleasure, etc which appears independently of the proximity of external 
things, from the mere contemplation of what is agreeable and disagreeable ? 

It might be said that 44 the Mind also (wherein this Contemplation 
takes place) would be made up of the Three Attributes through the imposition 
of the same 

But that cannot be , because by the assertion that 44 That which is 
mdepeudeat of all other illumining agencies and is self-sufficient, etc ” it has 
been established that it is of the nature of Consciousness 
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From all this it follows that the reason put forward (b\ the Siinihya) 
— “ Because of homogeneity ” — is * Inadmissible ‘unpros en ’ — (40) 

Xow the Author admits (for the sake of argument) that tho Reason 
(Homogeneity) is ‘admissible’, proved \ — and proceeds to shou its 
invalidity, ‘ Inconclusiveness ' — in the following — 

TEXT (41) 

Eyes' though the * Manifest ’ be accepted as 1 consisting of Three 
Attributes — Primordial Matter does not become estab- 
lished as THE ONE ETERNAL CAUSE OF THAT (ManHEST) , 
BECAUSE THAT * MANIFEST ’ IS NOT IMBUED WITH 
ANT SINGLE GENERIC CHARACTER — (41) 


COMMENTARY 

Even if it be taken as prov ed that the 4 Manifest ’ consists of tho ‘ Three 
Attributes yet that does not prot e what the SoiXhya wishes — vjr that the 
Cause of that * Manifest ’ is that which is called ‘ Primordial Matter ’ ; 
that is to say, because the reason that has been put forward has not been 
found to be concomitant with a Cause of that kind For instance, what the 
SantJhya desires to prove is that the Cause of the ‘ Manifest ’ is one, con- 
sisting of the Three Attributes, eternal and all-pervading , as a matter of 
fact, with such a Cause, the invariable concomitance of tho Reason has 
nowhere been perceived ; nor is it necessary that the Cause must bo oi tho 
same nature as the Effect is found to be , because thero is a clear difference 
between the Cause and its Effect You liold Hint tho Effect m tho shapo of 
the ' Manifest ’ is that which lias such characteristics ns ’ having a Cause , 
‘being non-eternal’, ‘ non-pen asive ’ and bo forth, and jot you do not 
hold tho Cause (of this Manifest) to have these characteristic’ Hence 
your Reason (Premiss) is ‘ too wido *, * mconclu-sn o’ 

The Test next proceeds to show that tho Reason put forward (by tho 
Sunlhua) is ‘ contradictory ’ also, inasmuch it entails tho conception cont ” ir >' 
to the nature of the particular Entity —As the one eternal Cause, etc ,-thnt 
1B to say, what is meant to be proved is tho existence of an Ent.tj, which » 
17 eternal and made up af the Three Attribute., as tho Cause (of the 
. Manifest ’) ; and no such entitj is established by the Reason put onr '*’ 

- f t whati JS established is something quite contrary to i 
— m fact, wnat is on™ narticfe ‘hi ' stands for 

- He* .01 »» , h ™ thn 

actually ,mlly .n-W *'«■ "V ”' h 

ssss a. 
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found to be imbued -with such qualities as ‘ non-eternality * multiplicity ’ 
and the like — its Cause also lias to be inferred as possessed of t-liese same 
qualities Specially because in tile case of a Cause that is eternal, the idea 
of its fruitful operations being both sequential and simultaneous would 
involve self-contradiction , — and because diversity in the Effect can be 
only due to diversity in the Cause j otherwise the diversity in the Effect 
would be without any Cause (baseless) — From all this it follows that any 
such single eternal Entity as Primordial Matter cannot be recognised — If 
the name 1 Primordial Matter ’ is given to a Cause that is non-eternal 
and many, then there we have no quarrel with you. — (41) 

Question — “How is it known that the Manifest is not imbued with 
any single generic character 1 ” 

The answer is supplied in the following : — 


TEXT (42) 

All ' Manifested Things ’ are found to be like Iron-ears , as 

HAVING THEnt FORMS ASSOCIATED WITH AN ORDER OF SEQUENCE 
AND THEIR ESSENCE MIXED UP WITH FANCIES — (42) 


COMMENTARY. 

Just as bars made of Iron stand apart from each other,— so these 
' Manifested Entities as they appear in their own forms, are found to be 
diverse and separate, due to diversities of place, time, potencies, appearances 
and so forth ; and they do not enter into each other’s essence (or constitution). 
This proves the multiplicity (of Manifested Entities). 

In order to prove their non-elernahty, it is added— Having their forms , 
etc. etc the compound is to be analysed as— 1 1 have their forms associated 
with embraced, affected by— an order of sequence ’ 

Queshon— “ If this is so, then how is it that Entities are conceived of 

" th f f °™ <* ‘Earth’ and the hke,-and also as lasting , -in 

such notions as this is that same thing ’ ? ’* 

ccpt.lTf er wv' “ 8en “ T* up mth fanoies ’ thafc 13 to sa *’ fche con - 

S™ m rrt 1 ? thlngs 13 8 ■/“«<*’> a wrong assumption. 

the doctSo ftn latOT on > ™ der ^e sections dealing with 

the doctrine of the Perpetual Flux '. (42) 

, * ha, J th “ bee “ Bh0Wn that the Reas °a ‘Because of Homogeneity’ 

( p opounded by the Sdnkhya m support of his doctrine of all things being 

-The Authi^T V , C ° ntradlCtory ’ and ‘ To ° Wide, Inconclusive’ 
tho San l hut, rp proceeds 40 sllQW that the corroborative instance cited (bv 
aid dr ill °* . r I5 ‘ Bb0V9) m the ™ rds * « « the case of the Jar 

^ZeZ7:^Zp°\ Mm ** C ° ndltl0nS ° f ’- and " nQt P°i- d of 

as a ’ corroborative lus^nceT-- Pr ° bandum t and as oannot serve 
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and yet they are not regarded by you as having a single Cmiso endowed ruth 
the same properties — It might bo urged that — “The propeity of being 
endowed with Sentience and the liko that has been attributed to Spirits, is 
not m the direct literal sense, but m the indirect, secondary , figurative sense , 
and the reason for this lies in the fact that, all Spirits are found to bo 
excluded from ‘ msentience ’ and other such qualities, and honco they are 
placed under the genus ‘ Sentient which stands for the ‘ nogation or exclusion 
of lnsentience’, which is assumed to meet their case, though m reality 
there is no such genus”. — If then, it is only indirect and figurntivo, then, in 
regard to the ‘ Manifest ’ also, — as m the case of Spirits, — why is the presence 
of Pleasure, etc not taken ns ‘ assumed’ in the same way, — without their 
being preceded and produced by any single Cmiso endowed with tho same 
qualities * — Thus the Probans (Beeson) is found to be Inconclusive 

Tho mention of ‘Spirits’ is only by way of illustration. In tho samo 
manner. Pleasure, etc , being so many modifications of Primordial Matter, 
are endowed with such qualities ns being ‘attributes’, ‘insentient’, ' non- 
enjoyer’ and so forth— and Primordial Matter and the Spirits are endowed 
with such qualities as ‘ Eternality ’ and the like,— and yet none of these are 
preceded and produced by any single such Cause. So the Probnns is 
clearly Inconclusive — (44) 

Thus the Reason (put forward by tho SC,nUiya)—“ Because of 
homogeneity ", -has been refuted Now under the pretext of Bo-nffinnmg 
his conclusion, the Author proceeds briefly to point out defects m the other 
reasons (put forward by the Sunlhya) — 




TOE - iBSESCB 0F A Cadse in the shape of ‘ Primordial 
R ’ ALL DI *rasmr relating to Effects and Causes 
aad other things becomes explicable, on the 

BASIS OF THE DIVERSITY OF POTENCIES —(45) 

COMMENTARY 

axisteas^cLTfr! ^ S5 ” U,jalSrtlS ' 15 > «mt “Primordial Matter 

W because Activity 1 dimTp f ^ fimt6 eharacter of s P ecific Ejects, 
“on between -CauL’ ^ i , ° J oteno - V ' End («) because there is differentia- 
te,*™ ®Eect”’ As a matter of fact, ah these three 

contrary t0 the one set forth” 0 * Pr °" ded t0 preolude a «■*«*» 

Matter, the Three fart = Tf* °* “ Cause m the sh ape of Primordial 

etc '«re not mexnhcaM f ° h ~ that o£ ob J ects hav ™S a fimte character, 
the emstene^of a cl ! nStaD<:e ’ * what ,s S0lI f? ht to be proved is 
what is already proved ’ “ W ®’7 th ® ri the ar S mnen t 18 superfluous,—' proving 
„ Cause so that r ! !° n0t adm,t of ai ^ Effect being produced 

ge t toall Caus^ thn + T ““ ‘ Primordlal Matter’ were given m 
n ’ n ere Would be nothing to quarrel about On the 
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other hand, if what is sought to he proved is that ‘there is an intelligent 
Cause, which produces an effect of certain finite dimensions, and acts 
according to its potencies — then the Reason adduced becomes invalidated 
by ‘ inconclusit eness ’ , as even m the absence of an intelligent actor, there 
is nothing incongruous in tile production of a particular effect with well - 
defined dimensions determined by the potencies of its own Cause Further, 
it is not right to regard Primordial Matter as intelligent, as it is, ex kgpoOim, 

' insentient and ‘intelligence’ is synonymous with ‘sentience’ 

Further, if by means of the Eeason ‘ Because Actiuty is due to 
Potency', it is meant to prove the existence of a mere Cause possessed of 
potencies not different (from those just needed for the particular effect), — 
then it is superfluous, proving what is already admitted by both parties. 
If, on the other hand, the Cause meant to be proved is some one Eternal 
Cause possessed of distinct and diverse potencies, — then the Eeason becomes 
invalidated by ' inconclusiveness 1 — Further , as concomitance with any such 
Reason is not cognised anywhere, the Eeason becomes invalidated as being 
* Unknown ’ and ‘Inadmissible ’ also , because as a matter, nowhere has any 
activity of the Cause towards the producing of an Effect been found to have 
been due to extraneous and additional potencies , as all potencies subsist in 


the essence of the thing itself 

Another reason put forward by the SanUiya (in Kanin 15) is “ Because 
of the merging of the whole world ” —This Season is absolutely ‘unknown. 
Inadmissible ’ No such ‘ merging ’ of tilings is known of, all things being liable 

to such absolute destruction as leave behind no traces at all If there were 
such ‘ merging’, it would come about either on the disappearance of the pre- 
vious condition of the thing concerned, or without such disappearance If it 
comes on the disappearance of the previous condition, then it involves the 
absolute destruction (without leaving any traces) [which the SanUiya does not 
admit] If, on the other hand, it comes without the sa,d disappearance, then 
there can be no ‘merging ’ at all , because no ‘ merging ’ is possible for anv 
« SO long as itTetams its own untrammelled essence Otherwise 
there would be endless incongruities Hence the statement because o le 
of the whole world ’ involves a self-contradiction 
Thus, even in the absence of a Cause m the shape of Primordial Matter, 
the diversity relating to the Effect,— m the shape of its being finite and 
the rest— and the differentiation also into Cause and Effect-become > <*P =- 
Me an the basis of the dicers, ty of potencies And this means that the 

3“ all activity - is ^ „ ie aiscnce . 

Or, the pa^cle-upi ■ ^^Zeben^e the meaning comes to be 
etc etc ’,— may be meant to be re gh of Pnmor dial Matter 

this —It is only udien t ere is n ^ du(J to tll8 diverse potencies of the 
that there can be diversi 5’ » relation of Cause and Effect 

Cause , and also because it is only t ^ Jo -, iWjw ) are 

would be possible , Primordial Matter were the Cause of tho 

iSSSTSL t£ r wTole universe, as being <* *-«-> - — 
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essence as that Matter, would be a single substance having the same 
character and form as that Matter , so that there could be no such distinction 
among Products as ‘ Cosmic Intelligence ’ , ‘ I-prmciple ’, ‘ "Five Rudimentary 
Substances’ and so forth, and tins uould mean that the World is entirely 
devoid of * modification ’ — Similarly, it is only in the absence of any such 
Cause as Primordial Matter that the activity of the Potter and other Agents 
towards the making of the Jar and other tlungs, in accordance with then- 
potencies (pov ers), would be possible, — winch would not be possible if there 
were such a single Cause as Primordial Matter This is u hat has been already 
explained under Text 21, by the statement — 1 Nor would there be any 
efficiency, nor any operation ’ 

The distinction into ‘ Cause 1 and 1 Effect ’ also is possible only ‘ in the 
absence of any such single Cause as Primordial Matter’. It has been already 
pointed out above that no diversity m the world would be possible 
if there were any entity as Primordial Matter (os the one Cause) , — it has 
also been pointed out that if Primordial Matter were the Cause, then 
the whole world would be of the same essence as that Matter, which would 
lead to the absurdity that the entire world is a single substance (without any 
diversities) , and under the circumstances, ns there would be no ‘ diversity 
of forms ’ at the very outset, how could there be any ‘ merging ’ of it (ns 
declared in the SanLhyalanka , 15) * — ( 45 ) 


Thus ends the Section on the Examination of the Doctrine of 
‘ Primordial Matter ’ 



CHAPTER II. 

Examination of the Doctrine of ‘ God’ 

(A) 

Statement of the Doctrine of * God * {Theism). 
COMMENTARY 

,, next Chapter, beginning with the Text (46), proceeds to prove 

that there can be no operation of any such Being as the * Supreme Lord 


TEXT (46) 

Other philosophers declare the 'Lord' to be the Cause op all 

THINGS PRODUCED, OR THE GROUND THAT NO INSENTIENT 

Thing, by itself, oar produce its effects — (46) 
COMMENTARY 

Inasmuch as things that are not produced, — such as the Atom, AiSsIm 
and so forth, — are eternal, they have no Cause, hence thB Text lias added 

the qualification ‘ things produced' — The term 'Lord' stands for God 

‘ Others ’ — l e the Naiyayika and other (Theists) — Some of these Thomts 
hold that “ the creator of the whole world is a distinct Soul or Spirit with 
special qualities, the omniscient God ” , — others hold that “ the creator is a 
Substance (Being) distinct from the ‘ Soul ’ or * Spirit because Ho is eternal, 
one and equipped with the knowledge of all things, and as such having 
qualities different from those of the ‘ Spirit ' or ‘ Soul ’ ” 

Question — “ Where there are already such Causes of the world ns Merit 
and Dement, Atoms and so forth, why do these philosophers postulate 
another Cause in the shape of God * ” 

Answer — -No insentient thing, etc — Though Merit and the rest maj bo 
the Cause, — yet all these, being devoid of sentience or intelligence, cannot, 
by themselves, without an Operator or Supervisor, produce their effects , 
hence there must bo a Creator (who is intelligent), ns nothing thnt is dosoid 
of intelligence is ever found to be the Operator This argument is formulated 
as follows —What is devoid of Intelligence cannot produce its Effect, with- 
out an Operator , — e g such things ns Clay-lump, Stick, M nter. String and tho 
rest (all which are required for the making of the Jar) cannot produce tho 
Jar, without the Potter Merit and the rest (which are regnrded ns tho 
Cause of the World) are all devoid of Intelligence ,— henco tho idea that 
(these are enough to produce the World) would be contrary to the universal 
Proposition stated Thus it becomes established thnt there is an Operator 
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doctrine or ‘ god . 

and that is ffotf.-Even so, Mont and the rest do not become «***' »’"* 

producing of the World}, because God is only the ‘ Efficient Cntw 
Supervisor} [and Atoms and Merit, etc. would still be needed a- the 'Con- 
stituent* and ‘Contributors 1 Causes] 

The following objection might bo urged . — “ Those Merit and IVim rit 
that are hold to subsist m tho Soul or Spirit (of Man) mm be the retjutu d 
Operator ; why should ono assume a God 1 " 

Answer — That cannot be right , the particular Spirit nt that tine* t <lf 
Creation) would be wholly unconscious ; — so long ns Ins Bod \ , Smiw organs 
and other aggregates of Causes and Effects nre not produced, the Spit it 
remains unconsoious, not perceiving even such Colour, etc. ns are ipnlo 
perceptible, under the circumstances, how could it percent Merit and Demerit, 
which are entirely imperceptible ? To this end, there is the follow mg 
declaration — ‘The ignorant Creature, not master of hi* own plen*mn ami 
pain, may go to Heaven or to tho Nethermost Hole, — on!\ ns he is utilcd In 
God’ [quoted m Nyayavarttla i. 1. 2i, where th oTat/mnia spra! s of it «- 
‘ Smrti ’] —( 46 ) 

The Text proceeds to set forth two Reasons propounded hi .it ■aWon- 
larna (an ancient Naiyaytla) in proof of the existence of God — 


(A) That which is characterised by a peculiar arrangement or 
” ° w 00M5?0HKOT parts is subject to a Cause that is 
N ( ^ EU wrrH Intelligence - ron instance, the Jut and 

r.™J >BJE0TS ~ TDE THIKG IK DISPUTE, — WHICH IS 

raBLE BY jjeans of two sense-organs and 

"?* Bn, ®CEPTIBLE,- 5 arST BE PRECEDED (AND 

produced) by A Cause endowed with 
Intelligence, —Atoms supplying the 
corroborative instance ‘ per Dis- 
similarity ’ ” ( 48 ) 

COMMENTARY. 

« -The thing under 
, ®“* m " 3t be regarded as produced h r ,enSe -° r S ans or not porceptililc 
characterised by a . pecubar arrant f. T lnUi]h & at Cause, -because it „ 

and^’ f t Hle At0ms f the being the C ltS , com P onent P« tho Jar, 

- Slt t0 ^ bSmg S ° J’- v°!ltr nt! 7. InStanCC 

fa Cftmnf 
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of sevornl substances ‘ being coloured ’ and so forth, — and all these condi- 
tions are absent in An and other tlungs , as has been declared in the following 
passage — “ Perception follow s from Largeness, Presence of secern! Substances 
and Presence of Colour , the Atom is imperceptible because it contains no 
other substnnees , Air is imperceptible because it is devoid of the presence of 
Colour, — the term ‘ Samslciia ' stands for subsistence, pi esence i« composition , 
— and tile Dtad (Tv o-Atom-Compmmd) and other things are imperceptible 
because of the absence of laigcness ” 

Xon , in tins argument, if the Probnndum to be proved were stated in 
tho general (unqualified) form that ‘ Things perceptible bv two sense-organs 
and those imperceptible are produced b\ intelligent causes ’, — then it would 
bo superfluous, proving w lint is nlreadv admitted bv both parties, in regard 
to such tlungs as tho Jar and the like, or er which there is no dispute at all 
It would involve tho fallacy of 1 contradicting one’s own doctrine ’, because 
the Xawui/ila docs not admit such imperceptible tlungs as the Atom, Alaska, 
and tho like to be * produced bv an Intelligent Cause ’ , and also because 
these lattei are eternal (hence not produced nt all), tho said assertion would 
mi olr e that contradiction of a percen eel (well-iecogmsed) fact It is for the 
purpose of avoiding all these difficulties that the qunlifring term under 
dispute’ has been added, the teim ‘ V, p> at > patti ’ standing for different 
opinions, and that which forms the subject of direrse opinions is said to be 
the mallei undci dispute — With this qualification what become the 1 subject ’ 
of the argument ore onh the Bod\ , Sense-organs the various Regions and so 
foith, and what is asserted does not upph to the Atom and such other 


Smularh , if the Piobandnm (to be proved) were stated in the form that 
‘the tlungs under dispute are pioduccd by n Cause', then the argument 
would he futile— proving what is alrendr accepted bv both parties In 
older to avoid this, the qualification has been added— in the form pro- 
duced bv an intelligent Cause ’ This argument thus stated cannot be futile 
as addressed to the Siinllnja, ns there is no IntclIigence(Bi«M/iO for CtieSanlhijn 
apart from Primordial Matter , and certmnh a thing cannot ho produced bv 


‘ Arrangement of component parts ’ the ‘ anangement , i e 
t nr. m the form of ‘ aggiegntion ’,— of the parts that go to make up 
the Things , bv this the Tlungs in question are chaiactensed-Aifferentwte 

«... rr a. 

ponents’ would include tie uni e , f individual animals) 

Lid to be consisted of components m the ^Z^T '^caUon 'its o,cn 
and thus render the Kenson oo ^ ^ rcst are differentiated bv is 

components’ , go to make up the Substance, -not bv tho 

Z ™r;?« c ” 

The * Intelhgent Causo thus pro e ^ two TeUs _The compound 

It ,s tins proof that has been^a^d^ , that winch has for its 

• fttoiambhala, etc 13 4 characteristic,— arrangement, disposi- 

VishSsana— differentia— the indlctlt es the invariable eon- 

tion —of its own component parts 
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coimtanee o£ the Reason (MhMIo Term) J^ords ‘ rrAtcA is pei- 

sence of the Reason m the Aft* » '^1 T J ' c -cp,es*,on ‘ vnudapadam ' 
ccplMe b y means of Mo owns, etc. etc ~ ih ° ^ 
stands for ‘ what forms the matter undoi dispute 

The second argument propounded (by Aviddhalai nn) >s ne\t explained 


TEXT (40) 

“ ( B ) The material cause of the Boev and oTtnm mUiOS ” , C0S " 
trolled by an Intelligent Being -decal ee - ‘ 

endowed with Colour and other qualities, ukl the 
Yarn and such things WHicn have beds seen to 

BRING ABOUT THEIR EFFECTS (ONLY WHEN CON- 
TROLLED BY THE INTELLIGENT WEAVER) ”—(40) 


COMMENTARY. 

Of the Body and other things.— the matcual Cause ,— in tlm shape of \tmns 
end such tilings — can bring about their effects onh alien controlled i In mi 
Intelligent Cause such is the construction of the Test— Jim Hen-on 
(Probans) stated is ‘ because they are endowed unlh Colour, etc ’ — fhi I m n, 
etc.’ are cited as tho Corrohointne Instance Tins lin- been thus declared 
—‘The material causes of the Body, the Woild and other thing- produce 
their effects onlv when controlled by an Intelligent. Being.— this is u hut «e 
assert, on the ground that tliej are endow ed with Coloni, etc, — like sncli 
tilings as the yarn and the like ’ — (40) 


Vddyotalara however lias formulated tho argument ns follows — “Tho 
Causes of the World, — m the shape of ‘ Primoidial Mnlter ‘ Atoms 1 nnd 
‘Destiny’ (Unseen Force)— need a Contiollcr with Superior Intelligence, 
in the producing of their Effects, — because their aetintv is intermittent, 
— like tho Yam, the Shuttle and such othor causes (of the Cloth) — This 
is the argument set forth m the folloivmg Text — 


TEXT (50) 

In the producing of their Effects, all such Causes as Merit 
Demerit and Atoms are controlled by an Intelligent 
Being,— because they operate intermittently, 

—like the Shuttle and the Yarn ” — (50) 


COMMEXTABY 

The meaning of this is quite clear — (50) 


there in a " 9 r idS * re not ^ oun d m Vddyokt ham's NydyaiartiLa This idea :s 
vZTLTil 1 a”- 5 48S ’ b1183 11 et se S- Blb M Edn >’ the exact 
Uddyotabira’B argu^ tilB Commentator has reproduced the sense of 
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Prashaslamali argues as follows — “All the usages of men, at the beginning 
of creation must have been preceded by (dependent upon) the teaching of other 
persons, — because later on, the usage of enlightened men isfound to be restricted 
to particular things, — as for instance, in the case of little boys who has e not 
yet learnt the use of w ords, it is found that their usage of words as restricted 
to particular things is alw ays preceded (and brought about) by the teaching of 
their mother or other persons , — tlio phrase 1 the usages of enlightened men are 
restricted to particular things ’ means that the usage of men after enlighten- 
ment is found to be so restricted , — that Person to whose teaching usages at 
the beginning of Creation are due is God, whose superior knowledge does not 
disappear even at the time of Universal Dissolution” 

It is tins view that is shown ns fully' established, — by the Author in the 
following Text. — 


TEXT (51) 


“ At the beginning or Creation, usage among men must have been 

DTTE TO THE TEACHING OF OTHER PERSONS WHEN THEY BECOME 
SUBSEQUENTLY AWAKENED TO CONSCIOUSNESS, IT IS FOUND 
TO BE RESTRICTED TO PARTICULAR THINGS, — LIKE 
THE USAGE OF LITTLE BOYS ” — (51) 


COMMENTARY 

The term ‘ Sarga \ ' Creation ’, stands for ' generation ’ , the ‘ beginning 
of tins is its first moment —The rest is ensilv intelligible —(51) 


There are other arguments also put forward by Uddy f^ am ’ ^ 
are the following — “ The Manifested World, consisting of the Pnmn y 

d— sKWi: sssusfi 

Axe and other things ” * 

These are the arguments that are set forth in the following two Texts 


* Tina is clear, y U 

his Nyayavariika, on Sutra 4 1 * t p 
where the words are very nearly the same 
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TEXTS (52-53). 

“The Manifested World, consisting of the Primary Elemental 
Substances and the rest, becomes the source of pleasure 

AND PAIN TO ALL PEOPLE, ONLY WHEN CONTROLLED BY AN IN- 
TELLIGENT Cause, — because it is insentient, itself 
a Product, evanescent and so forth, — like 
the Axe and other things , thus every- 
thing IS OLE ABLY BELIEVED TO BE 
His ”-(52-53) 

COMMENTARY 

Controlled by an Intelligent Cause , — 1 e controlled by a Cause winch is 
endowed with sentience — Thus — 1 e for the said senes of reasons ; — ‘ His 
— i.e of God, the Cause of the entire world. — (52-53) 


Question In what way is God’s omniscience proved, by virtue of winch 
He should become an object of devotion for people seeking for Prosperity 
and the Highest Good I 

The answer to this is supplied by the following Text— 


TEXT (54) 

“The fact of Hk being the creator of all things having been 
ESTABLISHED, HlS OMNISCIENCE IS PROVED WITHOUT EFFORT , 
BECAUSE THE CREATOR MUST BE ONE WHO KNOWS THE 
FORM AND ALL OTHER DETAILS REGARDING WHAT 
HE HAS CREATED ’’ — (54) 

COMMENTARY 

onJcieL^f^ thUS eXpIamed b} ' ******* and others -"The 
of the 21 w * \ PTOV6d by the faot 0{ H» being the Cause (Creator) 
such details re b8caui!B the Creator possess full knowledge of all 

" ltS matelal eontributoiy 
auythmfhT^ i ?° *"* In the World ’ ^hen » ™n makes 

PoL "U m ^rthe IT f Tt’ ° tC ’ e S ltls known that the 
Shape of Olav limn _ 1 SUCh thmgB> knows lte material cause, m the 

—its m,r 3 p’ ltS cordnbuUjr y causes, in the shape of the Wheel etc 

- - 

the Particular and Inherence 2°’ P 6 Shape ° f the ^ersal 
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details ’ stands for the Material Cause and the rest , the ‘ Vedaka ’ of these 
is one who Knows Such is the sense of the compound The word ‘ vedaka * 
is to bo grammatically explained either as included under the group of 
words beginning with ‘yajaha or as formed with the affix ‘ana ' m the 
passive senso— ' with the icflevive ‘ Ka ’ added to it — The rest is easily intelli- 
gible — (54) 


Tlieio is yet another series of arguments set forth by these persons — 
(A) “ Thai which is the substratum of the variegated and the mobile, and that 
which is not the subshaium of these — which is the ttung under dispute, — is 
cognised through a moans of cognition other than the five beginning with the 
second , — just ns Colour, oto nre cognised as distinguished from the character 
of * being an ontity 1 and so forth, — the ' Hair of the Tortoise ' (a non-entity) 
being the corroborative instance per dissimilarity " 

Til the urgument ns thus worded, the term, * vichilrodaya ’ stands for 
the category of Quoin;/, m the sense that its * udaya appearance, is ‘ vichitra ' 
lariegated, the term ' prasyandn' stands for the category of Mobility, 
the * iispada substratum, of these two is the category of Substance ,—lhat. 
which is not the substratum of these two (Quality and Mobility) stands for 
the five categories of Quality, Action, Universal, Particular and Inherence , 

such a thing is cognised through a Means of Cognition other Pan the 

five beginning with the second ,— l e other than Inference, Analogy, Word, 
Presumption and Non-apprehension , l e thiough -Sense perception The rest 


is easily intelligible 

(B) The other argument propounded by them is in the folloi g 
{orm —“The Thing under dispute,— which is (1) what is embrace y 
the Particulars of such Umoeisals as ‘Being' and the like, and also 
(2) what is not so embraced, -is peicept.blo to some one,-becaiwo they 
exist, — like Colour and the rest” -In thi* statement, the term -Bern-7 
and the like' stands for the six non-spec.fic (general) eiM.es B ff - 
•Evanescent’ ‘ Material Product ’, ‘Cause’, ‘Universal, Particular , 

who has the perception of all these things is } 

This serfes of arguments is set forth in the following Text 


TEXT (55) 

=====JsSH“ r 

PLEASURE, PATH, ETC -[A*D SOME OEE 

TS God] ” — (55) 



(B) 


Refutation of the Doctrine of ‘ God ’ ( Theism ) 


COMMENTARY 

The text now proceeds to supply the answer to the above arguments — 


TEXT (56) 

The first argument (propounded by the Xcnyayika) is open to the 

FALLACY OF BEING ‘ UNPROVEN, INADMISSIBLE ’ BECAUSE THE 
EXISTENCE OF ANY SUCH ‘ ARRANGEMENT ’ AS ‘ CONJUNC- 
TION ’ IS NOT PROVEN, NOR THAT OF THE 

‘ Composite ’ — (56) 

COMMENTARY 

In the arguments set forth (undei Text 47) m the form What is in- 
sentient cannot produce its effect without a controller ’, — the Probans 
(' because it is characterised by a peculiar anangement of component parts ’) 
is one winch, without any valid objection, could be cited as proving the 
contrary of the Trobandiun (for proving which it has been put forward), 
and thus its presence in the contrary of the Probandum being suspected, it 
becomes ‘ inconclusive ’ , — this is what the Text means 

Then again, the Probans that has been put forward in the first argument — 
Because it is characterised by a peculiar arrangement of its component 
Paits ’, is ‘unproven’ and Inadmissible also How this is so is explained 
in the next sentence — Because, etc , — what is meant bv the expression 
arrangement of component parts’ is a particular kind of Conjunction , and 
the character of being characterised bv this Conjunction is attributed to the 
substance called ‘ Composite ’ , now both these, — the said Conjunction and 
also the Composite that it characterises, — are yet ’unproven’, ‘unknown’ 
(to at least one of party to the Discussion, the Buddhist, who denies 
both) , hence the Probans cited is doubly * unproven Inadmissible ’ — (56) 


\ 


Question — ‘ In what nay are the two unproven ’ ” 
The Answer is supplied by the following Text — 
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TEXT (57) 


Because both the facts that have been assumed (and put forward) 

ABE SUCH AS ARE HOT ACTUALLY APPREHENDED , AND FOR THE 
SAME REASON THE CORROBORATIVE INSTANCE ALSO THAT 
HAS BEEN CITED HAS NO CONNECTION WITH THE 

Probans cited — (57) 


COMMENTARY 

In brief, the Author for the present states lus reason only in the form of 
‘ Non-apprehension winch annuls the NatySytla's argument, — a detailed 
objection to these two arguments mil be provided under the Chapters (10-15) 
dealing with the Six Categories 

Both the facts , — i e that have been put forward as the ‘ Arrangement ’ 
and the ‘ Composite ’ — [Both of these are not apprehended] because tlia 
‘ Arrangement ’ lias been regarded as something risible, in such statements 
(by the Naiyayila) as * Number, Dimension, Separateness, Conjunction, 
Disjunction, Higher Universal, the Loner Universal and Action are visible, 
as inhering m coloured substances ' — The ‘ Composite ’ also has been regarded 
as visible, in the statement—' There is perception of it because it is large, is 
made up of several component substances and is coloured ’ As a matter of 
fact however, apart from Colour, etc , no other ‘ Conjunction or Composite 
— such as is accepted by the Naiyayiha, — ever appears m Consciousness 
Thus, while fulfilling the conditions of ‘ perceptibility if it is not perceived, 
it must be regarded as non existent, like the ‘ Hare’s Horns i m ^ 
not be right to argue tliat—“ inasmuch as Atoms are beyond the reach of 
the Senses, [if there were no such tlung as the Composite composed of the 
Atoms], the perception of Colour and other qualities would be impossible , 
—because it is admitted that qualified Atoms are apprehensible f > 
Senses, and hence they are not ‘ beyond the reach of the Senses 
then, both * Conjunction ’ and ‘ Composite ’ being non-esisen. 
that has been cited as the Corroborative Instance F ™ ^ “ 
to be devoid of that character which has been set up “ ^e Proban 
is what is meant by the Text in the u ords ‘ has no connection mth the Probans, 

etc *—(57) 


t u the Probans xs essentially 'unproven 

It has thus been ? 0 r n u^ oftheLhIicut. 0 » and the girnh^d being 
and Inadmissible , on the gro * ^p^^n » 

* unknown ’ , the following Text proceed! . * ‘ { £ of ,ts 

also on the ground of the unproven [unknown) character P 


substratum — 
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TEXT (58) 

Visual Cognition and Tactile Cognition always appear dif- 
ferently , THEY CANNOT THEREFORE HAVE ONE AND THE SAME 
SUBSTRATUM, — JUST LIKE THE COGNITION OF ODOUR 
AND OTHER THINGS — (58) 

COMMENTARY. 


In the argument (put forward by the Naiyayila, under verse 48, above) 
tuo kinds of things have been mentioned as the 1 Subject ’ — * what is per- 
ceptible by two Sense-organs ’ and ‘ what is imperceptible ’ — Now as a 
matter of fact, there is no object that is known (accepted by all parties) to 
be ‘ perceptible by two Sense-organs ’ , for instance, both Visual Cognition 
and Tactile Cognition, are known to appear in different forms, respectively 
as manifesting the Blue and other Colours and as manifesting Hardness, Softness, 
etc of (he things touched , thus both these cognitions cannot have the 
same objective,— because they appear as different,— -like the Cognitions of 

Odour, Taste and other things The argument may be formulated thus : 

Any two cognitions appearing in different forms cannot have the same 
objective,— like the Cognitions of Odour and Taste,— the Visual and Tactile 
Cognitions do appear m different forms , — hence the attributing of both to a 
single object would be a direct contravention of the said universal proposition. 

If, even when appearing in different forms, Cognitions were to have the 
same objective, then the Cognitions of Colour, Sound and such diverse things 
also might be regarded as having the same objective , this is the reason that 
annuls the argument of the Naiyayika — (58) 


[Says the Naiyayila}— " li the two Cognitions (Visual and Tactile) 
cannot have the same objective, then how is it that there is the 
reeognitmn m the form that ■ I am touching m the dark the same jar that 

„ an iTu l? w g ? ~ Henee * he proposition set forth (by the Buddhist) 
annulled by Inference The Inference has been formulated by Uddyotakara 

■ e o owing form— ‘The two Cognitions under dispute, — the Visual 
Cognition and the Tactile Cognition,— have the same object,— because it 
is recalled (recognised),— like the Cognition of the Blue Lotus ’ "f 
The answer to this is provided in the following Test 


* This discussion is a clsar reference to Nyaya-Sutra 
s P ar $anfibhyamckarthagrahandt \ 


1- I — * Darshana- 


t This is a reference to Nyaya Vartila, 3 11, page 350, Bib Ind. 
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TEXTS (59-60) 


As A MATTER OF FACT, WHAT BRINGS ABOUT THE JOINT COGNITION 

(involved in Recognition) is the fact that Recognition 

CONSISTS IN AN ASSUMPTION ARISING OUT OF THE POTENCIES OF 
THE TWO COGNITIONS CONCERNED — THUS, SUCH THINGS 

as Water, Fire and the like are not ‘ perceptible 
by two Sense-organs ’ , and hence the Pbobans 
(of the Naiyayila) is found to have its 
substratum ‘unproven, Inadmissible’, 

AS IS INDICATED BY THE ‘ UN- 
PROVEN ’ CHARACTER of the 
OBJECT ITSELF — (60) 


COMMENTARY 


‘ Taydh ’—i e of the Visual and Tactile Cognitions as apprehending 
(respectively) Colour only and Touch only ‘ Potency ’ is capacity — 
out of that capacity arises the assumption, which constitutes forms the 
essence of— the ‘Recognition’ (in question) —This shows that Recognition 
,s not perceptible , firstly, because it is an essentially wrong cognition, appre- 
hending as one what is really not one,— and secondly, because its very essence 
lies in an assumption —Nor is there any other Means of Cognition (available 
for bringing about a vabd notion of Recognition) .firstly, because it apprehends 
what has been already covered by previous Cognitions, and as such it 
apprehends what has been already apprehended (and as such is not of t e 
nature of a Direct Valid Cognition) , and secondly, because lt ,s “ ssenta ^ 
wrong From all this it follows that the Reason put forward (by the 

SSHMSSHS 

where notions of 0 aolty 0 f things, a common idea of its 

taking in, in aceo (j 0 i 0lir and the Touch have been duly appre- 

Colour and other details, if Vision and of Touch, then, at some 

hended, each by itself, by t le or ® a “ ttl perceived present themselves 
future time, if the impressions P eor3 t lie notion of 

;r=”H. ( t,r-«pr u — . . - 
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right that the notion of Colour should appear m the notion of Touch , as 
Colour is perceptible by the Organ of Vision (not of Touch) — For these leasons, 
the only reasonable view is what the Teachers have stated in the following 

■words .« After one has perceived by the Visual and Tactile Organs, each 

in. its own way, there appears, subsequently, a notion, joining the two 
perceptions and apprehending the two objects conjointly as one unit, and 
tins notion is of the nature of Remembrance ’ 

Objection — “ In case the conjoint entity (Colour and Touch combined) 
has been previously actually perceived, then it would be right to regard 
tins as Remembrance , but, you (Buddhists) do not admit of any joint entity ( 
— apart from the individual things, Colour and the rest, — which could have 
been thus previously perceived , and if Colour and the rest were only 
individually perceived, then the Remembrance could only be one of ‘ Colour * 
only, or of ‘ Touch ’ only and so forth, — and not of the ‘ Jar ’ , and m regard 
to tlungs that have not been previously cognised, there can be no 
Remembrance , — then how could any Remembrance arise m regard to the 
joint entity (as asserted by your Teachers) ? ” 

This is not right, we reply It is not asserted that the joint entity that 
is previously perceived is eometlung distinct from Colour and the rest, — 
your objection would hold only if the assertion of our Teachers meant this , 
what is meant however is that those same Colour and the rest, when serving the 
fruitful purpose of holding water and the like, come to be collectively called 
the ‘ Jar ’ , and what happens is that after each of those Colour and the rest, 
has been perceived by means of each of their pertinent sense-organs, — 
there appears, at some future tune, the Remembrance of these under the 
appellation of ‘ Jar which bears the impressions of the said perceptions. — 
Or the 1 Joint Entity ’ may be regarded as ‘ conceptual and bemg of the 
nature of a ‘ conceptual entity ’, as apprehended by its own cognition , under 
the circumstances, why cannot Remembrance of such a Joint Entity be 
possible ! 

From all this it is clear that the Reason (put forward by the Naiyayika), 

Because of the peculiar arrangements of its component parts ”, — has 
its substratum ‘ unproven ’ — “ Why so ? ” — The Answer is — By the * un- 
proven ’ character of the object itself , that is, the object as stated by the 'Naiya- 
yika in the form ‘ perceptible by two sense-organs * is not proven, unknown , 
and thus the Reason having its substratum ‘unproven’, becomes itself 
open to the fallacy of being ‘ unproven ' unknown, Inadmissible ’ — (69-60) 


Thus it has been shown that the Reason (put forward by the Naiyayika) 
is unproven’ in three ways — ‘unproven’ regarding its qualified (subject), 
‘ unproven ’ regarding the qualification of that subject, and 1 unproven ’ 
regarding its substratum , the following Text proceeds to show a fourth kind 
of • unproven-ness ’ as pointed out by the Teacher — 
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TEXTS (61-62) 

In the case op Temples and such things, the presence of a pe- 
culiar ARRANGEMENT (OF COMPONENT PARTS) IS DISTINCTLY PER- 
CEIVED, — FROM WHICH PERCEPTION FOLLOWS THE COGNITION 
(INFERENTIAL) OF AN INTELLIGENT BUILDER, — EVEN WHEN 
NO SUCH BUILDER IS ACTUALLY SEEN, IF, IN THE 
CASE OF SUCH OBJECTS AS THE BODY, THE 

Mountain and the like, a similar peouliar 

ARRANGEMENT OF PARTS WERE DISTINCT- 
LY PERCEIVED, THEN IT WOULD BE 
CORRECT TO DEDUCE FROM THIS 
PERCEPTION AS THE REASON, 

THE CONCLUSION THAT 
IS DESIRED (BY THE 
Naiyayiha) — 

(61-62) 


COMMENTARY 

That 1 peculiar arrangement of parts ’ winch is known-through affirma- 
tive and negative concomitance,-as produced by the operations of an intelli- 
gent builder, in the case of such things as the Temple and the like , on 
the perception of such a peculiar arrangement of parte the notion is deduced 
that the Temple has had an intelligent builder, even though no such Brnlder 
IB actually seen at the time if a similar ‘ arrangement of parte wore put 
forward in connection with such 1 subjects ' as the Body, the 
so forth, — then your desired conclusion might have been proved Because 
„ hen the affirmative and negative concomitance between a Cause “'i 'inBffe 
has been duly discussed, that Effect can never fail to be produced by that 

r. . fo. Jit did it would cease to be the Cause -As a matter of fact 
Cflusc > for » ..A- 1 on well known ns 

rj= : 

be so distinct by mere assertion, J prove the desired con- 

‘ Probans such a character caimo would not be incompatible 

elusion, as the presence of such » ^ ^ {or tt ,ien the 

even with the contrary o » , jg broug ht forward as a Benson for 

i'rvs W — W *■» ■’ *» 

meaning of the Text taken as a whole temcd 
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is Body; ‘ Aga' is mountain, or Tree, the phrase ‘and the hie ' includes 
such things as the Ocean and so forth —The conclusion that is desired,— 
— ae the fact of being the work of an intelligent maker ' Sadhana is 
proof — (61-62) 

Question — “In what way would it be correct ’’ (to draw the desired 
conclusion) ? 

The Answer is provided by the following Text 


TEXTS (63-65) 

When a certain thing is definitely recognised, through AFFIRMA- 
TIVE AND NEGATIVE CONCOMITANCE, AS THE EfFEOT OF A CERTAIN 

Cause, then, the perception of that Effect must prove that 
Cause , — suck is the standing Law — The ‘ peculiar 

ARRANGEMENT OF PARTS’ IN SUCH DIVERSE THINGS AS THE BODY, 

the Mountain and the uke however is not an effect 

OF THIS KIND , THERE IS A MERE ASSERTION TO THAT 

effect. — Such a reason, when put forward, 
renders the conclusion open to Doubt and 
Denial, as it does when put forward for 
proving that ‘ the Anthtll is the work of 
the Potter’ — (65) 

COMMENTARY. 

The Effect, — e g smoke , — of a certain cause, — e g Fire , — definitely 
recognised, — in regard to Fire, etc , — the perception of that effect — when the 
effect in the shape of Smoke is seen 

“ H that is so, then the same may be the case with the matter under 
dispute also ” 

The answer is — The peculiar arrangement however, etc 

“ If the peculiar arrangement ib proved by the general assertion, then, 
it can very well be put forward as the Reason ” 

Answer — Such a reason, etc — Such — i e. based on mere assertion — Work 
of the Potter, etc •, — the reason being ‘the fact of its being a product of 
Clay ’ 

Thus then, the conclusion arrived at is that the * peculiar arrangement ’ 
m question is ‘unproven’, and as for mere ‘arrangement’, that is ‘incon- 
clusive ’. — (63-65) 

In the following Text the Opponent urges that what the Buddhist has 
put forward is only a * Futile Rejoinder ’ — 

6 
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TEXT (60) 

“What has bees’ put forward (by roc) is only a ‘Fctjlf, 

Rejoinder as it is based upon the assumption or a 

P ARTICULAR CHARACTER , "WHILE WHAT HAS BEEN TUT 
FORWARD '(BY US, THE 27a ly ay da) IS ONLY THE 
GENERAL CHARACTER OF ‘ EFFECTS ’ ” — (66) 

COMMENTARY. 

“ What you have urged ts only a ‘ Futile Rejoinder that particular 
form of it which is put forward * per parity of the character of effect For 
instance, when it is argued that ‘ Sound is non-eternal, becauso it is produced \ 
the man putting forward the Futile Rejoinder sajs — ‘Tho character of 
being produced that you put forward ns the Reason, — do jou mean this 
character as (1) subsisting m such things as the Jar ? (2) Or os subsisting 
in Sound ? Or (3) as subsisting m both (Jar and Sound) f The first altenia- 
tive is not possible, as the subsistence of tins Reason m tho subject (of jour 
syllogism, Sound) would bo ‘unproien ’ , m fact tho character of one thing 
(the Jar) cannot subsist m another thing (Sound). Thosccond alterant noaho 
cannot bo accepted, as there would be no Corroborative Instance fulfilling 
the conditions of the Reason The third alternative also would bo open to 
both these objections This has been explained to bo nn exnmple of that 
Futile Rejoinder which is named ‘ For Parity of tho character of the effect ’ , 
as stated m tho following words —‘When tho Conclusion is shown to be 
not-proved on tlio bas.s of even tho sbghtcst deviation from tlio character of 
tho Effect, it is Finite Rejoinder ' 

“In the case under consideration tho inference of non-clcrnahty is sought 
to bo proved on tho basis of tho genono character of tho ‘Effect’, not on 
any particular aspect of it Hcnco if a Rejoinder is put fomard on he 
basis of tho assumption of o particular character (or aspect),— whin the 
boo. put to™* b.v tho otto 

of its general charactcr,-this is a Futile Rejoinder, named per Far tj of i" 
of Effect'. I. .boot, .to bo.e.1 upo» .b. °> * 

different olinractor and henco is a Futile Rejoinder -<CC) 

Tho abovo is answered by tho following Text 

TEXT (07) 

Effect), does really proje noii-rfcnm/.ly^ ACC 
oris being of the same rssrvcn as that Bi* 

AS REGARDS THE FROBANS UNDER BISCUSMON, 

there is no reason for it at all (<> < 1 
COMMENTARY. 

“fmle fen 
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of being an effect (Product.) m General does prove non-eternaliiy (Evanescence) , 
because between these two there is that invariable concomitance winch 
consists in. being of the same essence — In the case of the reasoning put forward 
(by the Naiyayika) however, there is no such reason behind the Probans 
as put forward by the Naiyayika— viz “ Because it is characterised by a 
peculiar arrangement of its component parts ” , specially as ' arrangement 
of parts ’ m general is a factor the contrary of which is not precluded by any 
incongruity , hence the requisite ‘ invariable concomitance ’ is not available 
In fact any such concomitance in the form of * being produced from it ’ 
on the cognition of which the consequent conclusion could become accepted 
even when one does not actually perceive the actual operation of the Cause, — 
is absolutely unknown, inadmissible This is what is meant by the Text — 
(67) 


The following text proceeds to show that the Naiyayika' s reasoning 
would be open to the fallacy of ‘Indecision ’ (Inconclusiveness), even if he 
gave up the idea of ‘ concomitance ’ beuig of a particular kind (i e inianable ) 
and intended it to be in the general form (of mere concomitance m general) 


TEXT (68) 

AS A MATTER OF FACT, THE SMOKE THAT HAS BEEN SEEN TO BE INVARIABLY 
CONCOMITANT WITH FlRE IS whlt& , AND YET THE MENTION OF 
MERE ‘ WHITENESS ’ COULD NOT PEOVE THE EXISTENCE OF 

Eire , if it did, then that existence could be 

INFERRED EVEN FROM THE ‘ SNOW — (68) 

COMMENTARY 

“ How is it then that the Futile Rejoinder is cited ? " 

The answer is given m the following Text — 


TEXT (69) 

When the invariable concomitance (Premiss) is stated in the 
general form, and the objection urged against tt is on 
the basis of a particular aspect of tt, — then this is 
said TO BE a Futile Rejoinder —(69) 


COMMENTARY 

In a case where the invariable concomitance of the Prohandum with the 
the defi “ tely 1310,711 10 be 311 a general way ,— specially by means of 

ti 8 t , C0gmtl0ri of lts absence in the contrary of the ■ Subject and 
y the objection that is urged against it is on the baas of a particular aspect 
character (of the Probans),— then such an objection constitutes a * Futile 
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KcjoimlcT ’ —In tho (•»■<(! of 1 1 if reasoning (put fomnrd by tbo Naiyayika) 
however, (Jm inv/irmhlo concomitnnro cited is not known to bo ra tho general 
form , tin* I'rolmna tlmt luw hern objected to ns being * unproton ’ is one that 
has boon pul fornnrd ns being roncomilnnt with n particular ‘arrangement 
of noinpononl parts * j lienee this objection is not of tbo nature of a 1 Futile 
Hnjmnder — (fiP) 

If n general character could bring about tho cognition of a thing oven 
w 4 1 1 10 11 1 being uiMirinblj coneomitnnt with it, then absurdity could result; — 
tliisis u lint is shown in the following Text • — 


TEXT (70). 

Tin. mi Ri; ciiahacti.r of * being denoted by the term Go ' 
(as a general character) might prove the ‘presence of 
Horns ’ in rur quarters and other thtnqs (which are ale 
denoted by the term ' Go ’),— if the reasoning were 

NOT ADOPTED IN A DIFFERENT TORM.— (70) 


COMMENTARY 


As n mnttor of fact, Vcaien, Quarters, Speech, Eyes, Says, Thunderbolt, 
Earth and Water , — all tlieso tlungs aro ‘ donoled by tho term Go ’ , if, 
on tho basis of tins gonoral character of ‘being denoted by the term Go', it 
were sought to bo prosed that a particular Cow of variegated colour has 
horns,— tlion on tbo bnsis of tho snmo character, it would bo possible to infer 
the presence of Horns in Heaven , otc, also ■ -(70) 


Tho following might bo urgod (by tho NaiySyila) —‘‘As a matter of 
fact, there is invariable concomitance between tho character of ‘having a 
peculiar arrangement of component parts ’ and that of terng piotood by 
an intelligent Cause just as there is between this latter and the character 

of 1 bomg a Product (Effect) 

Tho answer to this is provided in tho following Text 


TEXT (71) 

IF IT WERE PROVED BY SOME VALID MEANS OF COGNITION THAT THERE IS 
an Invariable Concomitance between the Probans and 
the Probandhm (cited by the Nanjayika ), then, the 
conclusion world be fully — bi 

REASONING, AND NO ONE COULD HAVE ANYTHING 
TO SAY AGAINST IT (71) 

COMMENTARY 

, eel. Invariable Concomitance is proved, 

tins fs^hat thTlutlmr proceeds to show by the following Text - 
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TEXT (72). 

But the existence op a Being who is 'eternal, one, and the 

SUBSTRATUM OP ETERNAL ALL-EMBRACING CONSCIOUSNESS, — CAN f 
NEVER BE PROVED , AS THE INVARIABLE CONCOMITANCE 

(Premiss) that may be cited would be devoid 
OP THE Probandum. — (72) 


COMMENTARY. 

What you (Naiyayika) desire to prove is, not only that the World has 
been created by an Intelligent Maker, but that it is preceded (produced) 
by the intelligent Entity known as God, who is the Cause of the whole World, 
being himself one, eternal and the substratum of an eternal all-embracing Con- 
sciousness In fact, it is this entity that forms the subject of dispute The 
existence of such a Bemg cannot be proved , — why r; — because the Invariable 
Concomitance (that might be put forward to prove Its existence) will be devoid 
of the Probandum (the character to be proved) , for the simple reason that any 
positive Corroborative Instance that might be cited in the form of the Jar and 
such things would he lacking in the element of similarity that is essential 
[the maker of the Jar not having all the character that is predicated of God], 
and this would make it impossible to prove the necessary Invariable Con- 
comitance between the Probans and the Probandum , as m no particular 
Instance (of any Produot) is there any invariable concomitance between the 
Probans and the character of the Probandum as postulated (by the Naiya- 
yika)— ( 72 ) 


With a view to showing the same, the f ollowmg Text proceeds to add the 
following • — 

TEXT (73). 

For instance, all such products as Houses, Steps, Gateways, 
Towers and the like are definitely known to have been 
made by makers who have been many, and wit h 
fleeting Ideas —(73) 


Further the Probans is not only ‘Unproven’ and ‘Inconclusive’ , it 
loivmgText ^ Ct0ry ’ ’~ thl8 W what “ 8hown ^ thf > Author m the fol- 


TEXT (74). 

For IBB SAME reason, the Probans is also detrimental to what is 
• iked , inasmuch AS what it establishes is [a Cause] mw 
many, and the substratum of fleeting Ideas— (74) 


J. .AJK, X 

is contrary to'the^Prob' r? ^ b ~ the Variable Cencomitance (Preimss) 
y the Probandum (which is desired to be proved) -What the 
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term ' also ’ indicates is that the Probans is not only ' unproven ’ and 1 incon- 
clusive as shown above [but it is also ‘ Contradictory ’ ] — (74) 

[Saj s the Naiyayika] — “ The Probans would be * Contradictory ’ only 
if it were invariably concomitant with the eontrarv of the Probandum , in 
the case in question however, there is (as you say) no invariable concomitance 
even with the mere character of ‘ having an intelligent Cause ' , how then 
could there be any such concomitance with any particular form of that 
character (which alone could be contrary to the desired conclusion) 5 ” 

The ansn er to this is provided in the following Text — 


TEXT (75) 

The invariable concomitance that has been asserted by you 

IS ONLY WITH REFERENCE TO THE PROBANDUM IN THE FORM OF 
* THE CHARACTER OF HAVING AN INTELLIGENT CAUSE , 

AND WE ARE GOING TO ASSERT IT CLEARLY WITH 
REFERENCE TO A SECOND (DIFFERENT, CON- 
TRARY) Probandum — (75) 

COMMENTARY 

You, Theist, m assertmg the existence of God, have set forth an Invariable 
Concomitance m reference to the Probandum m the shape of * the factor 
of having an Intelligent Cause’ , if that were not so, and if this general 
proposition (premiss) also were not admitted, then how could it have been 

S3, “ QroVfl that all amm CM «»• “T 

which is bacon _ , , p bandum being * the character of being 

premied (produced)^ ^person of evanescent and manv Cogmtions (Ideas) 1 
— (75) 

Quest, on— " How are you going to show this clearly » ' 

The answer is provided in the following 

TEXT (76) 

*» s 

• ta s sicr.~t ' „„ cmmxm ™“ 

— ”“ S “ 

COGNITIONS ALSO (lb) 

COMMENTARY 

Any such eternal 

cause in any productive activity of an R 
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between * Oonseeutiveness ’ and ‘ Concurrence ' , hence only non-eternal 
things can be productive causes , as it is these alone which go on unceasingly 
changing their sequential character — of being present now and past at the 
next moment Thus it is proved that an Intelligent Maker must be evanescent 
and many 

As regards the assertion (of the Naiyayika) that “ God is endowed with 
eternal and one Consciousness”, — this is contrary to oil reason, this is 
what is indicated by the words 1 If objects are consecutive, etc ’ [Objects 
being fleeting, evanescent, according to the Naiyayika also, their 'cognitions 
also must be evanescent , hence there can be no eternal cognition or con- 
sciousness] — (76) 


What has been just asserted (m the second line of the preceding Text) 
is further supported by the following Text — 

TEXT (77). 

God’s Cognition most be consecutive, because rr is related to 

CONSECUTIVE COGNISABLE THINGS , — JUST LIKE THE COGNITION 

of Devadatta and other persons, relating to 
Flame and other things — (77) 

COMMENTARY 

That Cognition of which the object is consecutive must itself be con- 
secutive , just as we And m the case of the cognition of Devadatta and other 
men pertaining to such things as Flame and the hke ,— and God’s Cognition 
has for Its object only such things as are consecutive This is a Reason 
based upon the nature of things And as this reasoning is put for- 
ward only by way of exposing the incongruity mvolved (in the Theist’s 
position), [and not as a formal Inferential Argument],— it will not be right 

bv’?l aga T lt ^ ^ ° { the Probana ' unproven • (not admitted 

^ both parties) Inasmuch as the Cognition of Devadatta and others 
relating to such thongs as ' Universal ' and the rest (which are held to be 

clZl ofZol ’n T d ° f ^ mam Of the Rrobans {evanes- 

.» p«L •• “« ■ ■* «-* "» «* <•>»* 

!“>' ("*“»« -Ml —I* 

which'isTon. Tf ?° d 3 Gogmfclon mamf estmg itself is produced by an object 
V s l i * be00laes proved'that it must be consecutive, 

Z oLctSr P “ therBW0Utd be “ P— mate contact 
all And the u d ! he CognlUorl )' God 00lJd not cognise tbe Object nt 
be heldas oahdetn T be 6ltber «"* Cognitions would have to 

renounce ^11““ ° f ^ °^ Ct ’ 01 would have to 

a further LsurttvTat^ l °™ 16noe of God ) There would be 

or have not yet Wn ^ ^ objeots as bava been destroyed, 

-This is the argument thtt° ed ’ ( ° f G ° d) would be ob JectIess. 

gument that annuls the Theist s reasomngs (77) 
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It has been asserted (by the Naiyayika, under Text 48 above) that— 
Atoms supply the corroborative Instance per Dissimilarity [in support of 
the reasoning that ‘ the World must have an Intelligent Cause, because it is 
characterised by a peculiar arrangement of component parts 

The Author proceeds to show m the following Text that the said Instance 
per Dissimilarity is one from which the character of the Prohandum is not 
excluded — 


TEXTS (78-79) 

The Jar and other things are regarded by us as mere aggre- 
gates of Atoms , and the Potter and other men who make 
those things are only makers of the Atoms , hence the 

CHARACTER THAT YOU MEAN TO TROVE (i E YOHR PrOBAN- 
DttJt) IS NOT EXCLUDED (ABSENT) FROM THE ATOM 
WHICH HAS BEEN CITED (BY YOU) AS A CORROBORA- 
TIVE Instance per Dissimilarity — (78-79) 


COMMENTARY 


The ‘ Composite ’ is going to be denied by us in detail (under Chapter 10) ; 
and it has already m a way been denied , henoe (there being no such composite 
whole as the Jar) the Potter must be regarded as the ‘maker’ of Atoms 
only , and thus the 1 character to be proved \ — that of being made by an 
Intelligent Maker ,— is one that is not excluded from the Atoms, which have 
been cited as an Instance per dissimilarity , and thus the Corroborative Instance 
per Dissimilarity that has been cited (by the Theist, in support of his 
reasoning) is found to be open to the defect that the character of the Pro- 
bandum is not absent from it [and hence it cannot serve as an instance per 
dissimilarity} — (78-79) 


The following might he urged -"If what we had desired to prove were 
the particular phase of any character, then the OorroboraUve Instance per 
Similarity cited by us (in the form of the Jar) might have ^enopeutatho 
defect of being devoid of the character sought to be proved (Probandum), 
“ however, what we are seeking to prove is only th e general character 
of ‘ being produced by an Intelligent Cause ’ and when that ; General ^ 

sirri'sa-j -v*- ■ - ■ -21 : 2 

possible that there should be any ■other Mata >, P f partlC ular 
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TEXT (80) 

If the character of ‘ being produced by aft Intelligent Cause ’ 

IS MEANT TO BE PROVED ONLY IN A GENERAL FORM, THEN WE 
HAVE NO DISPUTE WITH YOU , AS ALL DIVERSITY IS 

due to Actions — (80) 

COMMENTARY 

If it is as you now explain, then your argument is open to the objection 
of being futile — seeking to prove what is already admitted by all parties — 
“ How so ? ” — Because all diversity , — i e the diverse character of the world 
that exists, — is due to Actions, — i e brought about by common and uncommon, 
good and bad, deeds Hence men performing the good and bad actions, who 
are all intelligent beings, become the cause of all this And (in this form 
we also accept the general proposition that * Things are produced by Intelligent 
Canses ’), so your argument becomes ‘futile’ — (80) 

If (in order to avoid this) it be held that “ the proposition sought to 
be proved is m a particular (not the General) form then the answer is as 
given in the following Text: — 


TEXT (81) 

If what you seer to prove is the fact that the World is created 
by a Cause who is one and whose Consciousness is eternal, 

THEN THERE IS ABSENCE OF THE PrOBANDUM (in THE 

Instance) , and it is ‘ inconclusive ’ also, since 
such THINGS AS THE HOUSE AND THE mry. m ; 

FOUND TO BE MADE BY SEVERAL MAKERS — (81) 


COMMENTARY. 

Though this has been already explained under Text 73 above, yet it is 
? a ,™ r “gAui with a view to clinching the argument — The compound 
XityaikahuMhipurwtvam' may he taken to mean either ‘produced by 
one w o is eternal and has a single Consciousness ’, or ‘ produced by one 
wnose Consciousness is eternal and one ’ —Absence of the Probandum ,— i e. 
m w t has been cited as the Corroborative Instance per similarity , — also 
— Th"* U3lwness ’> 1 e °f the Probans — (this has to be supplied) — “ How ? ” 
6 a ' nswer ls ~Smce such, things as the House, etc etc —(81) 


maten^n ^ (by tha Thelst ’ obove - Text 49) that >* The 

Being, eto^c ” f ^ 1160 ° ther thmgs 18 oontrolled b Y an - Intelligent 

The answer to these arguments is given m the following Text — 
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TEXT (82) 

Against the other seasonings (op the Tkeist) also, this same 
criticism may be urged mutahs mutandis , some other 

CBECTOISM ALSO IS NOW BEING BRIEFLY SET FORTH — (82) 
COMMENTARY 

As against the reason ‘ Because they have colour, etc ’, this same criticism 
may be urged This same, — as follows — (o) It is Unproven , (b) as there is 
no Invariable Concomitance, it is Inconclusive, (c)if there is Invariable 
Concomitance, it is Contradictory , (d) the Instance is devoid of the Probandum , 
(e) if the Conclusion is meant to be general, it is futile, and so forth — For 
instance, that presence of Colour, etc which is controlled by an Intelligent 
Controller is not admitted as being present m the Tree, etc , — -more 1 presence 
of Colour ’ by itself is not invariably concomitant (with the Probandum) , 
hence the Probans is Inconclusive , if there is invariable concomitance, then, it 
becomes contradictory, as proving a conclusion contrary to the one desired , 
the Corroborative Instance per similarity is devoid of the Probandum, as no 
concomitance is admitted with the character of * being controlled by an 
eternal and one Intelligent Bemg ’ if the conclusion is meant to be in the 
general form, then the argument is futile , if it is meant to be specific, then it 
is inconclusive (Doubtful), the contrary being found to be the case with such 
things as the Jar and the like— In this same manner, the criticism may 
be applied to the other reasonings also — (82) 

Another reason has been put forward (by the Theist, under Test 50) 

“ booauso they operate intermittently [all such Causes as Merit, Dement 
and Atoms must be controlled by an Intelligent Bemg) ” 

Against this an additional objection is put forward m the following 

Text — 


TEXT (83) 

■ Intermittent action’ of Atoms and other Causes ****** 

(ADMITTED) , AS THERE IS 1 PERPETUAL FLUX , ALL m* ARE 
UNDERGOING DESTRUCTION EVERY MOMENT, IT D AMO 
‘ INCONCLUSIVE ’ IN REFERENCE TO THAT SAME (GOD), 

AS HIS ACTIVITY ALSO IS CONSECUTIVE (HENCE 
intermittent) — (83) 

COMMENTARY 

* . «.«. - !«*, * *■»«■ <"“*■« 

ouappeersnce, and they do not remain me This Benson therefore 

how then e.n th. aotien * »- "he 

IS one that is * unproven, inadmissible , tor y 
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elusive m reference io the same — God , as God also operates only intermittently 
over things which appear consecutively , and yet Ho is not controlled by an 
Intelligent Being ; for if He were, then there would be no need to posit such In- 
telligent Controllers — -If the Reason be meant to be qualified by the qualifying 
phrase 1 being insentient — as lias been actually done by Preu/uutamati , — even 
so the * inconclusiveness ’ remains unavoidable , as the exclusion of the con- 
trary of the Brobandum remains doubtful That Reason alone canberegarded 
as logical which serves to exclude the Brobans from the contrary of the Bro- 
bandum , that however which does not entirely set aside all doubt of the 
presence of the Brobans in the contrary of the Brobandum, — even if put 
forward, — is as good as not there (1 e ineffective) Further, even with the 
said qualification, the Reason remains open to the aforesaid defects of being 
1 unproven ’ and the rest — (83) 

As regards the argument (put forward by the Theist under Text 51, 
above) that — “ At the beginning of Creation usage among men must have 
been due to the teaching of other persons, etc etc ” — it is answered by the 
following Text — 


TEXT (84) 


According to us, at Dissolution, persons do not continue to 

REMAIN WITH ALL CONSCIOUSNESS AND MEMORY COMPLETELY 
LOST , BECAUSE THEY ARE BORN IN Effulgent REGIONS, 

AND FROM THESE LATTER THEY ARE BORN AGAIN IN 
THIS WORLD — (84) 


* COMMENTARY, 

In Text (51) the Theist. has used the qualifying phrase, ‘when they 
ome awakened to consciousness ’ , but such a qualification is absurd'. 

th80ry ' lt 18 “ 0t true that at Dissolution, there remain 
raons with all consciousness and memory lost and with all organs enfeebled : 

nndoweTmth * ^ ^ 810 boR1 m Lummous Regions, in celestial bodies, 

T ° l 01681 ““ ’ however who have 
Sul and o wt h k armi ° rBSldU ° thl0U S h ^ fruition of particularly 
Tt the / b “ b0m la °fher material regions , so that even 

those same person^fT ® VOlut “ n o{ the world (following after Dissolution), 
become b nrn tx- 8 doWn ^ om t5le Luminous and other regions and 

Hence any suolTo f wlthout iosmg all consciousness and memory, 

to consciousness \ 3 aWd^ " ‘ be °° m6 8 ^ se gently awakened 

absence from the emf™ P f * onvard 18 also ‘ “conclusive ’, because its 
IS meant to be proved ^iLf \ Pr ° bandum 18 doubtfu l And if all that 
persons ’.-then the arl 7 pre0eded by the teach “g of other 

the matter of^! “ ’’ as ail “e agreed that m 

is inevitable -If fhiin begmnul S Ie8S ’ de P 6nden =e on mutual teaching 

" thea What 18 to be proved is the fact of its bemg 
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‘ preceded by the teaching of the particular person called God then the 
Reason put forward is ‘Inconclusive — because as a matter of fact, it is actually 
possible m other ways also (without such teaching) The Corroborative 
Instance also, m this case, would be devoid of the Probandum This 
has already been urged before as a general defect (m the Theist’s argu- 
ment ) — (84) 

The following Text proceeds to show that the Reason put forward is 
also ‘ Contradictory ’ and the Conclusion is contrary to the Theist’s own 
doctrines — 


TEXT (85) 

Then again, the ‘ teachership ’ of a mouthless Person oan only 
be a matter of blind faith , God’s ‘ mouthlessness ’ is proved 
by His having no body, on account of the absence in Hrir 
of Merit and Demerit — (85) 


COMMENTARY 

If it were possible for usage to be preceded by (due to) God’s teaching, 
then the Reason might not be ‘ Contradictory’ , as it is however, God having 
no mouth, it is not possible for Him to be a teacher , and the fact of His 
having no mouth is proved by Hie having no body, i e because He is devoid 
of a body — Question — “ But how do you know that He has no body T ’ 
Answer- On account of the absence m Him of Merit and Demerit , that is, in 
God there is no Merit and Dement, which are the causes of Souls having 
bodies This has been thus declared by Uddyotahara -‘Proof is available 
for the presence of Intelligence in God, but there is no proof for the presence 
of such qualities as Merit and the rest' ’-Thus the teachership o God 
being impossible, usage cannot be attributed to His teaching, what is 
mdieoted is only the fact of its being due to the teaching of some persons 
other than God , and thus by discarding what is desired to be proved, the 

Rea Xl e TGod's° n ‘te\ d Ie”ship’ is admitted, the doctnne that He is 
• JSSJf bLm. abandoned , and W .be .an^» 1— 

contrary to the Test's °7 6 n^The manifest consisting of the Primary 
ElemttW the rest being controlled bv an Intelligent Ccntroto v etc etc 
(put forward by - before, 

*•* 52 >'^ fc 7 bB , Sh a °sThere is no pfoof against a contrary conclusion,- 
£ to be stLd generally.-** M * - - 

* This is an exact quotation from hf'saUii' the present contest, 
Ind Ed, With this slight ^difference that for Sat 

NySyavSrtila has ‘ Sambhaie ’ 
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meant to be particular , then the Corroborative Instance cited is devoid of 
the Probandum — (85) 

Having refuted in detail the arguments put forward for proving the 
existence of God, the following Text proceeds to urge the defects in the 
Invariable Concomitance (Premiss, on which the Theist bases his arguments), 
and thereby to establish his own view — 


TEXT (86) 

In all the arguments, the Invariable Concomitance (Premiss) is 

CONTRARY TO INFERENCE , AND THERE CAN BE NO INVARIABLE 
CONCOMITANCE of the Probans on the basis of a 

CONTRARY (FALSE) CHARACTER — (86) 


COMMENTARY 

In every one of the arguments put forward (by the Theist), the Invariable 
Ooncomitanco that has been cited as between the Probans and the Probandum, 
IS contrary to Inference,— as is going to be explained later on. 

Question — “ Why is not this confmnness to Inference urged against the 
conclusion (of the Theist) ? ’’ 

Answer— It would be so urged if the conclusion formed part of the Proof 
(Reasoning) As a matter of fact however, the Conclusion does not, either 
directly or indirectly, form part of the proving of the Probandum , hence 
when what is going to be done is the urging of objections against the proof 
of the Probandum, if the party urged the defects in the Conclusion, he would 
ecome subject to the Clincher of ‘ Urging what is not a defect ’ It is for 
this reason that in connection with the statement of proofs, the defects of the 
Conclusion should not be urged If m some cases, a defect m the Conclusion 
s actually urged, there also it should be taken as having been urged only 
instance PUrP ° S R ° demoll ‘ slu ng th ® Invariable Concomitance — Or sucii 

aC, W IT r6ga / ded SS P038lble ° nly m cases where the Conclusion 
one has been asserted (without any reasoning m support of it) 

t'JSZ-Jr t ^ tlme thBt the Invanable Concomitance is put 
a, how can there be contrariness to Inference ! ” 

—IS thatTw f kere mn be n ° mmrmble concomitance, etc Contrary character ’ 

1S b° Pp0Bed m ^ M6anS ° f VaM 0 °^ tlOn ' ^ ■ - -ch a 
would be imnossiWe P T , ^ ^ ““ mvariable concomitance with it 
what does not exist -(86) ? b ® n0 mvanable concomitance with 


in^ed Wllat 18 thab 7n/crsnce by wluoh the Invariable Concomitance 

The answer u provided by the following Text — 
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TEXT (87) 

God cannot be the Cause of Born Things,— because He is 
Himself devoid of birth,— like the ‘Sky-lotus’ Other- 
wise, ALL THINGS WOULD COME INTO EXISTENCE 
SIMULTANEOUSLY — (87) 

COMMENTARY 


Tliafc which is itself devoid of birth cannot bo the cause of anything; 
— as the ‘Sky-lotus’, — God is devoid of bnth, — hence the proposition 
that He is the eauso would be contrary to the Universal Premiss — This 
argument is meant only to indicate an absurdity m the doctnne of the 
Opponent , hence it is not open to the objection that the substratum of its 
Reason (Probans) is * unproven ’ 

Otherwise, all things would come into existence simultaneously , — what is 
meant is that, if the Cause were one whose efficiency is never obstructed, 
then all things would come into existence simultaneously,— exactly like 
things which arc admitted to he produced at one and the same time 

Tins argument is the proof that annuls the Invariable Concomitance of 
tlio Theist Or this may be taken merely as stating tho sense of what has 


been said before 

The absurdity (involved in the Theist’s position) is to be shown in this 
manner — When the Cause is present, in its complete form, then the Effect 
must appear as a matter of course , just as it is found in the case of the Sprout 
which appears as soon as the final stage has been reached by the causal 
conditions conducive to it,— non under the doctrine of the Theist, as God, 
the cause of all things, would always be there and free from defects, all 
things, the whole world, should come into existence at once 

The following argument might be urged -“God is not the only Oaute 
(of all things) , m fact what He does He does through the hdp of such 
auxiliary causes as Merit and the rest, -God Himself being only the Efficient 
(Controlling) Cause So that so long as Merit and the rest are not there,, the 
‘Cause’ ofOnngs cannot be said to be present there m its efficient fonn 

Ttes s ^t right , if there is help that hae got to be rendered to God 
hv the lm&ry Causes, -then alone could He be regarded as dependent 
by the Auxin ry however, God is eternal and as nothing 

upon then aid, as a not there already, there can 

can mtrcducemtoHmi y ffi the Auxiliary Causes, why then, 

be no help that He shouW recei Hun?— Further, even 

should He need such should have their birth subject to God 

these Auxiliary Causes, Thus, how can our Reason 

and as such, they should e a ways n^ ^ KeaBon ■inconclusive’, for if 
be regarded as unproven ? .. be no • Perfect (defectless) Cause 

a.t .« ^ _ M „„„ „„ „„ nau, 

1 - «*■» «• 

perfect Cause ’ would always be there. 
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Uddyotakara has argued as follows * — “ Though the Cause of Things 
named ‘God’ is eternal and perfect and always present, yet the producing 
of things is not simultaneous, because God always acts intelligently and 
purposely, if God had produced things by His mere presence, without 
intelligence (or purpose), then the objection urged would have applied to our 
doctnne. As a matter of fact however, God acts intelligently , hence the 
objection is not applicable , specially as God operates towards Products 
solely by His own wish. Thus our Reason is not Inconclusive.” 

This is not right. The activity and inactivity of things are not depen- 
dent npon the wish of the Cause ; only if it were so that the appearance of all 
Effects wouldnot be possible, even. in. the constant presence of the untrammelled 
Cause in the shape of God, simply on account of His wish being absent The 
fact of the matter is that the appearance and non-appearance of things are 
dependent upon the presence and absence of due efficiency in the Cause. For 
instance, even though a man may have the wish,, things do not appear, if he 
has not the efficiency or power to produce them , and when the Cause m the 
form of Seeds has the efficiency or faculty to produce the Sprout, the Sprout 
does appear,— even though the Seed has no wish at all If then the Cause 
called ‘God’ is always there fully endowed with the due untrammelled 

efficiency, — as He is at the time of the producing of a particular thing, 

then why should Things stand in need of His wish, which can serve no purpose 
at aU 1 And the result of this should be that all things should appear 

Simultaneously, at the same tune as the appearance of any one thing 

Thus alone could the untrammelled causal efficiency of God be shown, if thing. 
were produced simultaneously Nor can God, who cannot he helped by 
other things, stand in need of anything, for which He would need His wish. 

Further, in the absence of Intelligence, there can be no desire for any- 
thing else, and" the Intelligence of God you hold to he eternally uniform ; 
so that, even if God acted intelligently, why should not there be a simuU 
taneous production of things 1 Because like God Himself, His Intelligence 
also is always there— If then. His Intelligence be regarded as evanescent, 
even to, it must co-exist with God, and its presence must be as constant as 
txou Himself , so that the objection on that score remains m force 

Thus the addition of the qualification, m the form * because of God’s 
i —turns out to be futile , and our Reason is not ‘ Inconclusive ’ 

noam ... ‘Contradictory’, because the Probans is present m all 

cases of the Probandum 

haiJ^h y6t f 8 produofaoa of thm 6 s » not found to be simultaneous, 
hence the conclusion must be contrary to that desired by the Theist. 

«S not founfTT bs i 0rmulated as foUows — ‘ Wfcen * certain thing 
p 0Und t0 P rodTC6d at a certain time, it must be taken to be one 

the else oTthaV ”* ^trammelled m its efficiency, -as is found in 

the Sprout not appearing while the Seed is Btill m the granary ,— 


Intelligence r 


what £££££ ZZ 7Z ? i h h N T y 4 mTI ’ & ?r pW of 

«3. Bib Ind Ed ** p 48e * 1 8 ' and P 467, 11. 10 et 
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* 15 * oun< * tha ‘ nt v the tlme of «. appearance of one thing, the whole World 
is not produced, hence what has been stated (by th^onenT) as “ 
vereal proposition is not found to be true. PP ' 

Rhn J^ Cann0t ba parted as ‘futile’, because it has been 

JT S\i, r 6 Cause 0f tlUrigs ’ then * be impossible 

to regard the Cause of things to be IrarnmW in any way — (87) 

The following Test sets forth another argument (against Theism) . 


TEXTS (88-89) 

Things that are bobx consecutivelt cannot hate God fob their 

CaTTSE — JEST LIKE THE NOTIONS OF FOOLISH PERSONS ARISING 
FROJI THE SAID SEASONINGS (OF THE ThEISt) — If 
THOSE (NOTIONS) ALSO ABE PRODUCED BY GOT). THEN THE 

adducing of Proofs (in support of them) should 
BE USELESS . BECAUSE OF (Hits) ETEBNALmT. AND 
AS He "WOULD BE BETOXD HEMEDT, THE 
SAID STATEMENT COULD BENDER NO 
HELP — (89) 


COTQfEXTABT. 


The ‘notions — le the definite conclusions — derived from such reasonings 
as ‘ because characterised by a peculiar arrangement of component parts’ 
and the rest,— -relating to the object sought to be proved, — appearing m the 
minds of those foolish persons who are keen on proving God as the Cause 
of the World. 

Objection — “ As a matter of fact, the said reasons have all been shown 
to be invalid and beset with fallacies that have been pointed out ; and hence 
no conclusive notions could be derived from them, regardin g what is desired 
to be proved; and under the circumstances, there could be no Corroborative 
Instance m support of the reasoning here set forth (bv you) ” 

That is true ; that is why the Test has used the term ‘ foolish persons' ; 
foolish people are not capable of discriminating the validity of Proofs, and 
hence they derive their notions from invalid premisses also 

“Even so, the Corroborative Instance would remain devoid of the 
Probanduxn , because * the notions of foolish persons ’ also are accepted by 
us as having God for their efficient Cause 

Answer — If these notions also, etc.— These notions,— i e the notions of 
foolish persons , if these also are held to be produced by God,— then the 
adducino of proofs should be useless , the putting forward of reasons would be 
entirelv useless, i e because they would all be produced from God Himself 
" God would be the producer of the said notions, through the help of the 
statement of proofs, -and not by Himself alone , so that the said statement 
would, not be useless 5 
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Answ^-Because of His etermUy i— .* the statement of proofs served 
to remove God's inefficient character and render it efficient,- Wien it could 
be helpful to Him, but inasmuch as God is eternal and hence His character 
S » »~v.l » production, He .odd 1 ~J * *** 
by anythmg , so that the statement of the proof cannot be of an> 

Him— (88-89) 

further, even in the absence of Causes with perceptible efficiency, you 
postulate the causal character of God, whose efficiency is never perceived 
—and tins lands you in absurdities , because even after having assumed such 
a God, you might as well assume oven such (absurd) things as the 
DhUkaqaha and the like <?), as there would be no difference between such 
things and God —Tins is what is. shown in the following Text — 


TEXT (90) 

When you have seen that a certain thing exists only when 

CERTAIN OTHER THINGS EXIST, AND NEVER WHEN THESE DO NOT 
EXIST,- — THEN, IE YOU ASSUME A CAUSE FOR THE FORMER, 

OTHER THAN THESE LATTER — HOW CAN YOU AVOID 

falling INTO AN infinite regress } — (90) 

COMMENTARY 

A ‘ yat' has to be added after 1 bhavaddrstam ' , ‘seen by you’ If 
you assume a Cause other than these , — 1 e a Cause other than those whose 
efficiency has been perceived (by the positive and negative concomitance 
spoken of) — (90) 

It has been argued (in Text 64) that “ the fact of His being the creator 
of all things having been established, His omniscience is proved without 
effort ” — The answer to this is provided by the following Text — 


TEXT (91) 

By the refutation of God’s Creatobship, His omniscience also 
is understood to be set aside by the same , as it is on the 

STRENGTH OF ‘ CrEATOESHIP ’ THAT THE ARGUMENT FOR 
‘ OMNISCIENCE ’ HAS BEEN BASED (91) 

COMMENTARY. 

You regard God to be omniscient only on the strength of His being the 
Creator of all things , hence by the refutation of His Creatorship, His 
omniscience also becomes set aside * without effort — (91) 

7 
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Admitting (for argument’s sake) the validity of the Theist’s arguments 
the following Texts proceod to point out another objection — 


TEXTS (92-93) 

Your reasonings may hot be beset with the defects uKged above , 

AND YET THE CREATOR CARNOT BE one, BECAUSE THE FALSITY 
OF SUCH A PROPOSITION HAS BEEN SHOWN ABOVE , AND WHEN 

the Oneness of the Creator is not proved, wherein 
could * omniscience ’ subsist ? — (92-93) 


COMMENTARY 

The defects urged above — ending with * being contrary to Inference ’ 
(Text 86) 

The upshot of the whole is as follows — Though it may be true that the 
reasonings put forward succeed m establishing an Intelligent Creator of 
such things as the Body, Mountains and so forth, — yet it is by no means 
certain that the Creator of one particular thing is the same as that of 
another thing, because it is quite possible that each effect may have its 
own separate Cause (Creator) , m fact, m the case of such tilings as the House 
and the like, it is found that they are made by many persons hence it is 
not possible to establish that there is only one Creator for all things And 
under the circumstances, how can ‘ omniscience ’ be regarded as proved J 
Prashastamati has put forward the following argument for proving a 
single Creator — “ All beings, from Brahma down to the Pishacha h * 

over them a single All-Superior Being, -because among themselves there ar 

foundto be of varying grades of superiority ,-m the ordina^woridit^ found 

that where there are several persons of varying grades of superiority y 
are always under the sway of one Superior Being, e g the controllers of 
Housed the village, the eity and the province are all under one S = gn 
Emperor of the entire world, and all such beings as serpents, 
yJLs and such other beings are possessed oi 0 J 
among themselves j-from these facts we are led to think that 
are under one Controller m the shape of God . strolled > 

If what is meant to be proved is "^^fe , ? as there is no 
by God, -then the Reason put forward is no loanable 

Concomitance is admitted I O ^ ^ ^ rf there bemg a Controller, it 
devoid of the Probandum tnullv there then the argument is 

is meant to prove that the Control is actually there^^on ^ , Buma)i 


jrove that the Control YwX^ten^ Qne , {J3uma) 

futile , os we also accept J? veTS0 , did actually control the 

who was the crest-jewel of the_ ^ of wluo i, a u g0 od men of the 


ms the crest-jewel of the H good men of the 

entire world, through His mercy , by « ™ £ 

present day also attain prospenty and Ultimate G 
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The same writer ( Piashaslamali ) has adduced, the following further 
argument — “ All the Seven Worlds must have been created by the intelli- 
gence of a single Being, — because they are all included under one ‘ Entity ’ , 
— just like the several rooms of a House , we find that all the rooms of a 
House are built by the intelligence of a single arclntect , in the same way all 
the seven worlds are included under the one universe , hence it is concluded 
that these must be the creation of the Intelligence of a single Creator , and 
the one Being by whose intelligence all these have been created is the Blessed 
Lord, the one Arclntect of the whole universe ” 

The Probans of tins reasoning is ‘ unproven ’ (not admitted) , there is 
no such thing as a * single universe ' or a ‘ single house ’ , such names have 
been given to certain things only for the purpose of simplifying business- 
transactions — For this same reason the Corroborative Instance that has been 
cited is devoid of the Probans Further, as a matter of fact, the several 
rooms in a house are actually found to be built by several architects (and 
masons) , — hence the Probans is ‘ inconclusive ’ (Doubtful) also 

Objections to other Theistic arguments also may be set forth m the 
aforesaid manner — (92) 

It has been argued (under Text 55) that “ The theory under dispute 
must be perceptible to someone, etc etc ” 

The answer to this is provided by the following Text 


TEXT (93) 

In fact, the reason adduced fob pboving the ‘ Omniscient Person ’ 

IS EFFECTIVE ONLY AGAINST THE FOLLOWERS OF JAIMINI (g3) 


COMMENTARY 

If what you seek to prove is only an ‘ Omniscient Being ’ m general 
ndm proofs have no force against us, as it proves what is already 
(knitted by us In fact, it is attentive only agamst the followers of Jammu 
who deny the Omniscient Being * entirely 

tlm ^ h °T er W r at y ° U Seek t0 prove IS the ‘ omniscient ’ God, then as 

and th P n° “ Va " ablS C ° n00mitanoe ’ th9 Reason is « inconclusive 
d the Corroborative Instance is devoid of the Probandum For all these 

oTtlio ToxT' r argUIUentS 810 n0t eaeotlve agamst us. Such is the meaning 
the S,A,^ h ?i fc ’ m h,S argUment3 ’ has made use of such qualifications for 

C * argUWent 88 ' aPpeanng m fOTras ’ there Z 

p 41 Til nepi r ’ * * onof your views ££ 

epithets for th ° ther people Por ^stance, if, m the absence of such 
proven - an d th the Frob&ns 13 free fl ® «ie defects of being ' un- 

elusion — h 6 ^ e ’ th0IX that alone sufficea for proving the desired con- 
’ u the other hand, if the Reason is defective by reason of being 
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1 unproven ’ and the like, then, oven on the introducing of the said epithet, 
the desired conclusion is not established Hence in every way the qualifica- 
tion added is absolutely useless — Further, the Probans is one whose very 
substratum is 1 unknown ’, ‘ unproven ’ , as the other party knows of no such 
subjoct or entity as is possessed of the qualification in question Hence the 
Subject should not be one that is known to your Philosophy only. — (931 


Sere ends the Examination of the Doctrine of Ood. 



CHAPTER III. 


Dealing with the Doctrine of Both — God and Primordial 
Matter — being the Cause of the world. 

Statement of the Doctrine. 

COMMENTARY. 

The following Test proceeds to show that there can be no functioning 
of Both (God and Primordial Matter) : — 


TEXT (94) 

The no ctrines or ‘ God ’ on ‘ Primordial Matter ’ severally 
being the Cause (of the World) having been refuted, — it 

FOLLOWS THAT THESE TWO TOGETHER CANNOT BE THE 
' MAKER ’ OF THINGS PRODUCED. — (94) 


COMMENTARY. 

In this connection, some Sdnkhyae (the Theistio Sdnkhyae, followers of 
the ‘ Yoga ’ system) have asserted as follows ■ — 

"It is not from Primordial Matter alone that the various products 
OTO produced (as held by the Sdnkhyae in general), that is not possible, as 
that Matter is insentient , no insentient entity has been found to proceed to 
any actmty m the absence of a Controller ,-the « Spirit’ (as postulated by 
the &„Hya)cannot be that Controller, because at the tune (of the beginning 
Zl rC . 0 W “ y Unoonsc ' TOS (*he ‘ consciousness’ of the Spirit 
h 9 , rr UP ° n mtU the P roduots of Primordial Matter, after 

hese latter have come into existence). For instance, what the Spint cognises, 

Sirr- % 18 ° n,yath1 ^ that has been already ‘determined’ by 
unconscious * S ° 4 pn ° r to oonta °t with Intelhgence, he is absolutely 

cannot inokZ" C , 0gruSes aothm S at all , and until he oogmses things, he 
World} w produce anything ; hence he cannot be the ‘ maker ’ (of the 
lt J° n0WB that 00(1 «« tnaker, not by Himself 

alone by w, q if e , of - Pnmordial Matter. For example, Devadatta 

*££££ Z.Z Sr “ h - * “■ ~ - *- sb» 

("I uj? ?° d Fr ‘ mordva MMUr ....rally bang the Carat 

jointly bemv th r " re ^ uted ' Jt followB that the doctrine of these two 
becomes refuted l(9Z e ~' a8ker ~ < ' / bom '~ l ' s - o£ Produots-also 
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Objection-" If the separate, malmhp of these two has been refuted 
above, their joint malcenhip remains unrefuted , certainly, even though it 
is a fact that each of tho Eye and other Sense-organs by itself alone has 
not tho cnpaoitv to bring about the Visual and other perceptions,— yet it 
docs not necessarily follow that they cannot do so jointly" 

Tho nnsu’or to tius objection is provided m the follou mg Tent 


TEXTS (95-96). 

As FOR THEIR ' ASSOCIATION ’ ASSUMED OH THE BASIS OF THEIR ACTING 
JOINTLY, — THIS COULD BE DVB EITHER («) TO THE CREATION OF 
SOME PECCLIARm', OR (6) TO THEIR SERVING A COMMON 
PURPOSE (a) THE FORMER OF THESE ASSUMPTIONS 
CANNOT BE RIGHT, AS BOTH ARE ‘ HNMODIFIABLE ’ , 

(4) NOR IS THE LATTER ACCEPTABLE , AS THAT 
IYOTILD LEAD TO THE ABSURDITY OF ALL 
PRODUCTS COMING INTO EXISTENCE 
SIMULTANEOUSLY -(95-96) 


COMMENTARY 

■ Association ’ implies joint action , this can he of two kinds— either 
(a) by the creation of some peculiarity m one another, or (6) by serving a 
common purpose The assumption of the ‘association’ of the former 
land,— that consisting m the creating of some peculiarities— cannot be 
r ,ght —why ? — because both God and Primordial Matter are eternal and 
hence' unmodiCutbU (unchangeable) -Nor is the assumption of the second 
kind of- association right, -such is the construction of the words of the 
Tent —Why ’—because that would lead to the absurdity of all products 
coming into existence simultaneously The poteney of the Joint Oause-m 
the shape of God-Pnmordial-Matter— being absolute and untrammelled, and 
they being 0 constantly associated, -its causal activity (towards the making 

05 already urged before (m Commentary 

on Text 87}-m the words ’That Cause is present m its complete form, 
etc ’—may also be brought forward -(95-96) 

, mi _ -tv-.-! the Author proceeds to point out, from 
-With the ® ^ the inadmissibility (unproven character) 

the standpoint of the 0ppo ' , der 8V ), to the effect that ‘when 

of the Reason put orwa d ^ve junder^ ^ ^ ^ appear 
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TEXTS (97-100) 

The Theistic Sankhya may abgue as follows — “It is a well- 

established FACT THAT PRIMORDIAL MATTER IS TRIPLE IN ITS ESSENCE , 

— when the Supreme Lord combs into contact with the mani- 
fested Rayas-asped (Energy), He becomes the Cause of Crea- 
tion, — WHEN AGAIN, HE HAS RECOURSE TO THE 'MANIFESTED 

Sattva-aspect (Harmony), then He becomes the Cause of 

THE SUBSISTENCE OF THE WORLD , — WHEN He COMES INTO 

contact with the manifestly operative Taman- 
aspect (Inertia), then He brings about the 
Dissolution of the entire world • Thus the 
Attributes of Harmony, Energy and the rest 1 
are His auxiliaries, and these become 
operative only consecutively, that is 
why there is no absence of consecutiveness 
(i e simultaneity) of Products ” — 

(97-100) 


COMMENTARY. 

“Even though these two Causes (Primordial Matter and God) are 
constantly present together, yet the various products will come into existence 
only consecutively, one after the other, because the three Attributes of 
1 rimordial Matter, Satlva and the rest,— are the auxiliaries of God , and as 
>ese Attributes function only consecutively, there is bound to be consecutive- 
nn!LT 16 Producta also For instance, when God becomes affected bv the 
attribute is ^ aS ' attnbvte ' He becomes the Creator of creatures, as the Rajas- 
operative Saul !T H pr f Mwa however. He has recourse to the 

tence of the world” h He teconaes the Cause of the continued exis- 

when He ram \ aoause the Saliva-attribute is conducive to subsistence , — 
brmgs aboT t, * ^ ^ ° peratlve ^-allnbule, then He 

tZs il l ^ iaS0 ^' lton destruction of the entire World, as the 
has bora ! conducive to mergence (dissolution) — Tlus process 

KSdamban) — ‘ (b5 ’ B5na ' Bhafcta m the opening verse of his 

Santa durum them 11 reco ’f 8e t0 Ea ) as at the birth of creatures, to 
unborn and cent i ^ 1St f aoe ’ and to Tamos at their dissolution,— -who is 
Three Veda* tllB T ° S 6 blrth ' exl£tence and destruction, who consists of the 
■■ The Z ° f the Three ^tributes, -to Him obeisance - > 

(°f any eompkte Dissolltionr^-JSo) 18 probability 


The 


answer to the above is provided m the following Text — 
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TEXTS (101-102) 

The answer to this is as follows — at the time that the two are 

PERFORMING ONE ACT (OF CHEATING OR MAINTAINING OR DIS- 
SOLVING), — IS THEIR CAPACITY TO PERFORM THE OTHER ACTS 
PRESENT * Or IS IT NOT PRESENT * — If IT IS PRESENT, 

THEN AT THE TIME OF Creation, THE OTHER TWO 
ACTS ALSO SHOULD COME ABOUT , — THUS WHEN- 
EVER ANY ONE OF THE ACTS WOULD BE 
THERE, THE OTHER TWO WOULD 
HAVE TO BE THERE > — (101-102) 


COMMENTARY 

The term 1 layoh ‘the two ’, stands for Primordial Matter and God, — 
at the time of performing one act, — i e from among the three acts of creating, 
maintaining and dissolving , — at the time that any one is being done, is their 
capacity to do the other two acts present m them or not ’ — These are the two 
alternatives. If the capacity is there, then, inasmuch as at the time of 
creating, their Cause would be present m its untrammelled form, the other two 

acts of maintaining and dissolving — should also come about, just like the 

act of creating , so that at the time that a thing would be maintained in 
existence — its creation and dissolution also should be there ' And at the time 
of dissolution, there should be its maintained existence and creation ' This 
certainly cannot be right Because when the tliree conditions are mutually 
nugatory (and incompatible) it is not possible that they should co-enst m 
the same object — (101-102) 


The following might be urged—" At the time that Primordial Matter 
and God are bringing about one effect m the shape of the Creation [ Birth) 
of one thing, there is not present in them that particular form of theirs 
which would be productive of the other two effects (Maintenance and 
Dissolution) , that is why there is no possibility of the absurdity that has 
been urged ” 

The answer to tins is provided in the following Text 


TEXT (103). 

As A MATTER OF FACT, THE TWO (PRIMORDIAL MATTER AND GOD) ARE THE 
A „ ATJSE oir toe OTHER TWO ACTS ALSO, NOT IN ANY OTHER FORM 

SIn tS one that brings about the one act^hn 
form of the Cause remains the ^ 

should there be any cessation of the func 
tioning of any act at all 1— (103) 

COMMENTARY. 

t, ‘Tat’ stands for the Cause, that is, Primordial Matter and 



BOTH- 


-god and primordial matter. 


105 


«- .-4. - -W » >” « T ” •’ °"~ 

-hob) 

, . Thoucli it does not serve as the 

-S Mother two effects do not appear at that 
to6 ie answer to the is provided m the following Text - 


TEXT (104) 

If THEBE WEBB DISAPPEARANCE OF ASF PARTICULAR POTENCY, THEN 

THE Cause could sever be productive of its particular 
EFFECT, — BECAUSE IT IS DEVOID OF THAT POTENOY AT 
SOME OTHER TIME , JUST LIKE THE SKY -LOTUS 
ASD SUCH OTHER THINGS — (104) 

COMMENTARY 

At some other tme,—i e at the tame ot the producing of the particular 
effect meant by the Sankhya — (104) 

The following might be urged ~ 11 Even though all the Potencies are 
present in Primordial Matter, yet a particular effect is produced only by 
that particular Potency which becomes manifestly operative and thereby 
becomes the Cause of that effect , thus it is that there is no simultaneity m 
the appearance of effects ” 

The answer to this is provided in the following Text , — 


TEXT (105) 

If the manifested form of the Potency bad that same (Primordial 
Matter and God) for its Cause, then, that would continue 

TO BE THEBE AT ALL TIMES, BECAUSE OF THE PROXIMITY OF' 

the Cause, which is eternal —(105) 

COMMENTARY. 

The 'manifested form’ of Sattva and other Attributes that you speak 
ofy cannot be said to be eternal , because these are found to appear at only 
certain tunes , then, in regard to the coming into existence of this ‘ manifested 
orm , there are only three alternatives they could be either (a) produced 
by the same Cause, — Primordial Matter and God — , or (b) produced by some 
other Cause,— or (c) they would be self-sufficient — (o) Under the first of these 
a ternatives, the said ‘manifested form ’ would always be there, because its 
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Cause, m the shape of Primordial Hatter and God, is eternal and hence always 
present close at hand — (105) 

As regards to second alternative, the objection is stated m the following 
Text — 


TEXT (106) 

( b ) AS REGARDS THE SECOND ALTERNATIVE, THAT CANNOT BE ACCEPTED 
BY THE OTHER PARTY , AND FOR THAT VERY REASON IT COULD 
NOT BE THE EFFECT OF SOME OTHER CAUSE — (c) NOR CAN 
IT BE SELF-SUFFICIENT , AS IT APPEARS ONLY AT 
CERTAIN TIMES — (106) 

COMMENTARY 

Apart from Primordial Matter and God, no other Cause is admitted by 
the SanUiyas, from winch the said ‘ manifested form ’ could be produced — 
Nor is the third alternative right , this is what is asserted by the words 
‘nor can tl be self-sufficient ' — (106) 

Says the Opponent — “ If the said manifested Potency be self-sufficient 
(self-produced) — -why should that be incompatible with thB fact of its 
appearing at only certain times ? ” 

The answer is supplied by the following Text — 


TEXT (Z07) 


If IT WERE SELF-PRODUCED, THEN IT WOULD BE CAUSELESS , AS ANY 
OPERATION OF A THING UPON ITSELF IS A CONTRADICTION IN 
TERMS— -IF THERE WERE DEPENDENCE (UPON SOMETHING 
ELSE) THEN THE EfFEOTS TYOULD BE SUCH AS WOULD 
APPEAR AT ONLY CERTAIN TIMES — (107) 


COMMENTARY 

If the ■ production’ (of the Manifested Potency) were due to itself— its 

any causal action of a Jung P ^ ^ * heca „ scleBS , eicn so the Effect 
The following might be urged ^ ^ 

would not appear at only ce f am j™®’’ ( c(c —Tilings that are dependent 
Ansner-Jf there were nt certmn tunes , " 

for their existence upon L* bc dependcn t upon the presence and 
their existence and non-exisieu 
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absence of those other things Those thot are not dependent for their 
existence upon other things, — as they do not need the aid of anything 
else, — why should they appear at certain times only t — (107) 

Question — “How do you prove that there is ‘self contradiction’ (in- 
eongruity) m a tlung operating upon itself * ” 

Tlie answer is given m the following Text . — 


TEXT (108) 

For instance, mere negation (absence) is not regarded as having 

ANY ACTION UPON ITSELF , — AS FOR THE WELL-ESTABLISHED POSITIVE 
ENTITY, IT IS WELL KNOWN AND RECOGNISED UNDER 
THE CIRCUMSTANCES — (108) 


COMMENTARY 

When the ‘nature’ or ‘essence’ of tlio Effect produces itself,— is it 
Itself an established entity or not ? It cannot bo an established entity , 
because „Wer the eiremnstavces, the smd ‘essence’ is nothing npart from the 
es abhshed form , so that the recognition is ns established ns the ‘ csscneo ’ 




a. - «*» « «>™, 

lotus and such things —(109) 
COMMENTARY 

oannot operate eithfr StRte ™ nt • th e meamng is that it 

y it would itself be an ZllT T* ^ *"“* - lf ? 4 d ’ d operate 
characteristic of an established entity ’ ° 3 8U ° h ° peraUon 18 the only 


’ 1 the Jomi Cause of the World 



CHAPTER IV. 

The Doctrine of the ‘ Thing by Itself \ 

COMMENTARY 

The opening versos of the Text have spoken of ' other entities which 
includes the doctrine of those plulosophers who hold that the origination of 
tho w orld is due to its * own nature ' (or constitution) , this is thB doctrine 
that is taken up now for refutation, even out of its proper sequence, because 
there is little to be said regarding it, — by the following Text — 


TEXT (110). 

The Pbofoundees of the Doctrine of the ' Thing by Itself ’ 

DESCRIBE THE ORIGINATION OF THINGS AS BEING INDEPENDENT 

of all Causes. They Do not declare even the 
Thing Itself to be its own ' Cause ' — (110) 


COMMENTARY. 


Though the Doctrine of the * Thing by Itself ’ has nowhere been directly 
promulgated in so many words, yet it is implied by the doctrine that the 
Things are produced by themselves (as detailed in Texts 106 el seq ) — Those 
-who assert that things are bom out of themselves have been silenced by the 
words (in Text JO 7) — ‘ The operation of a thing upon itself is a contradiction 
in terms ’ — now the upholders of the doctrine of ' the Thing by Itself ’ are 
going to bo silenced. 

These plulosophers assert as follows — “ The origination oi things does not 
proceed either from themselves or from any other thing , m fact, it is indepen- 
dent of all Causes ,— i e. it does not depend on the action of any Cause 


at ^Question — “ What is the difference between these people and those who 
ascribe the origination of things to themselves J " ,, , Thmg 

by ~ 

2XS tSZOZ til 

nature of the tfcng itself to be its ‘ Cause \ these other people do not accept 
oven that as the 1 Cause (110) 


as the ‘ Hare’s Horns , any Cause « 



THE doctrine or THE ‘ THING by itself . 


100 


„ M ,™v,a ,-h~» .» Mi™ <>”• “» to ” lta 

■ - rits - - «— - — 4 » - 

4 unproven * (hence inadmissible) 


TEXT (111) 

"Who makes the diversity in the Lotus and its filaments, etc. 5 
By -whom too have the variegated wings of the 
Peacock and such things been created * ” (111) 

COMMENTARY 

< ftajiva ’ is Lotus,— the ‘ filaments, etc' of tho Lotus— Such is the 
analysis of the compound, — 'El cetera' is meant to include tho Stalk, the 
Petals, the Pericarp and other parts, also the sharpness of thorns and the 

like 1 Diversity ' , — such diversities as those of shape, colour, hardness and ( 

the like—* Who males 1 ’—The sense is that no one makes it, Bince we do not 
find any such ‘ cause ’ as God and the like — (111) 

The following might be urged — “ Even if it be regarded os proved that 
external things ore without ‘ cause because no such cause is perceived, — 
how can it be taken as proved m regard to internal things ? ” 

The answer to thi6 is provided by the followmg Text — 


TEXT (112) 

“ Just as the Sharpness and other properties of the Thorn and 

OTHER THINGS MUST BE REGARDED AS loithoilt IXIUSC, ON THE 
GROUND OF THEIR APPEARING AT CERTAIN TIMES 
ONLY, — SO ALSO MUST PAIN AND OTHER 
(INTERNAL) THINGS BE REGARDED AS 

ooiiftout Cause ” — (112) 

COMMENTARY 

“ Even though the fact of Pam and other internal things being without 
cause is not proved by Perception, yet it is clearly proved by Inference. 
For instance, — what appears only at certain times is definitely known to be 
without cause, — e g the Sharpness of the Thorn and such things , — -Pam and 
such internal things appear only at certain tunes , — hence this is a Reason 
based upon the nature of things Nor is it right to hold that when a certain 
thing is present or absent when another thing is present or absent, then the 
latter should be regarded as the 1 Cause ’ of the former , — as this is not found 
to be always true , for instance, Visual perception is present when there is 
Touch (in the object perceived), and is absent when there is no Touch ; and 
jet Touch is not the * Cause ’ of Visual perception Hence the said definition 
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of the causal relation cannot be true Prom all tins it follows that ‘the 
origination of all tilings is independent of all causes ' "—(112) 

The Author answers the above arguments of the upholder of the ' Thing 
by Itself’ — uith the following Texts — 


TEXTS (113-114) 

As REGARDS THE LOTUS AST! ITS Fit, AMENTS, ETO , IT IS DEFINITELY 
ASCERTAINED THROUGH PERCEPTION AND NON- APPREHENSION 
THAT THEY HAVE THEIR 1 CAUSE ’ IN THE SEED, CLAY, 
Water and the rest under certain peculiar 
CONDITIONS, — WITH WHICH LATTER THEY ARE posi- 
tively and negatively concomitant , — 

SUCH BEING THE CASE, WHAT OTHER 

‘cause’ can there be op those, 

WHICH YOU ARE ASKING 
ABOUT * — (113-114) 

COMMENTARY 

By this Text, the Author shows that the Reason adduced bv the other 
party is ‘unproven’ and ‘inadmissible ’, and the conclusion put forward is 
contrary to perceived facts 

It lias been asserted (under'Text 111) Slat “ of such things ns the Lotus, 
its Filaments and the like, no Cause is perceived ” —This is ‘ not admitted ’ ; 
as through Perception and Non-apprehension, such ‘Cause’ is definitely 
cognised to consist m the Seed, Clay, Water and such things, with 
which the said things are positively and negatively concomitant To 
explain , when it is found that a certain thing is produced only whan another 
thm" is present, and it becomes modified by the modifications of this latter, 
-then tins latter thing is sard to be the ‘ Cause > of the former thuig Such 
a ‘Cause of the Lotus and its Filaments, etc is found in the shape of the 

tkey are ~ 

existence only ^™’ e tLent,-th«t these arc the ‘ Cause’ of the 

existence when flMertomo d through Perception and Auk .apprehension 

%££££. *» <"™ 4 bv “* " "* 4 ”~ hl ’ • 

not true thttt *• the definition of ‘ Causal Relation ’ 

Then Xw liteReason also is ‘unproven’, not 
is not true (fallible) ]$ a entlSB o{ Colour, it is admitted to he the 

the instance cited, as T To explain,— the term ‘touch’ (in this 

cause of Visual Co^tum J J ance and lt * onlv by associating 

STS —street subsists , hence m regard to *-» 
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Cognition, Touch does serve as a ‘ Causa 1 , the only difference is tlmt w hdo 
one (Colour) is a direct cause, the other (Touch) is only on induce/ one. 

Further, mere negation (Absence) is not regarded by us ns determining 
the causal relation ,— 1 - what then t It 16 a particular kind of nbsenco 
that is so regarded, tor instance, when it is found that, oven though other 
efficient agents are present, yet m the absence of some one agont, the thing m 
question is not produced, — then tins latter agont is regarded os tlio 1 Cause ’ 
of that thing , and not when there is simple negation m the form that ‘ it 
is not produced while the other is absent ’ Otherwise (if such more negation 
were to determine the causal relation) the Date growing m the country 
where one’s mother may have been married would not be produced if 
the mother's marriage had not been thore [as cu hypothec! , by mero negation 
tlie ‘Mother’s Marriage’ would bo tlio ‘Cause’ of the growth of the Date) 

The negative Premiss in the qualified form that wo lm\e shown is not 
‘ fallible ’ (untrue) m regard to Touch For, if it could bo shown that, even 
m the presence of Colour and other conditions (of visibility), there is no 
Visual Cognition on account oi the absence of Touch alone, — then there 
might be ‘ falhbility ’ m our premiss Nothing like this how e\ cr can be show n 
Hence there can be no ‘ fallibility ’ in the definition of the ‘ Causal Relation ’ 
(as stated by us), — (113-114) 


It is not only such things as the Seed of the rest that are definitely 
known as the ‘ Cause ’ of things ; even particular points of Placo and Time are 
definitely known as such ‘ Causes ’, -tins is what the Author shows m the 


TEXTS (115-116). 

Particular points of Peace and Time also are related ( vs Causf) 
TO ™ s _“Sow SO*”_lF the said points WERE hot 
the Cause of things, these would be produced 
everywhere and at all times — ( 115 ) 

™ » » »~> 

OESTATW ’ AT A CEETA1N TIME AND IN 

TTAOLES,— Emu DEPENDENT UPON THESE 
and independent of all OTHERS— (116) 

, COMMENTARY. 

and time,ltonhen%* u te n °lt^ e ® th ® paTtl0ular P omts place 

,n » Particular Place hke p n ° mena as their Production only 

>‘ k * aonc-and only t & ^ * “ d not “ ^ber places 

“ - ... .. .w 
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and time It is clearly recognised therefore that they are dependent upon 
these latter, from the fact that they avoid certain places and times and 
appear only at special places and at special times — (IIS-116) 

Question — “The things in question (by their insentience) cannot have 
any wish , how then can they have any need tor (dependence upon) the 
causal conditions * ” 

The Answer is given in the following Text — 


TEXT (117) 

What is meant by their being ‘dependent’ rs that they come 

INTO EXISTENCE IN THAT MANNER , SO THAT IT IS THE CHARACTEP. 

of ‘ Effect ’ that is spoken of as * dependence ’ 

That things come into existence in that manner 

IS A PERCEPTIBLE FACT , HENCE THE SAID CAUSES 
BECOME DULY ESTABLISHED — (117) 

COMMENTARY. 

What is meant by the Things being so ‘ dependent ’ is that they come 
into existence at particular places and times and not at others , it does not 
mean that they have any ‘ wish ’ or ' desire ’ 

Objection —“If such is their dependence on the particular points of time 
and place,— even so, how does it follow that they are effects of these 1 ” 

Answer —It is the character of ‘ Effect ' that te spoUn of as ‘ dependence ’ — 
The character of the Effect is not anything else except the dependence 
involved m the fact that they come into existence m that particular 

^^Queslion — “ How is it known that they come into existence in that 
particular manner ? 

Answer —It is a perceptible fact.— {Ill) 


TEXT (118) 

Thus the doctrine of the ‘Thing by "seli’isdiscarued by 
Perception , specially as the exactnature 

of Things is duly ascertained through Perception 
and Non-apprehension —(118) 

COMMENTARY. 

. jw*. -T herefore, oiO^Snng by Itself 

may he taken as a compound, meanu* , dlscarded btJ Perception ; 

^ ir •— — * - o£ ft 
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certain thing consists only m the ‘ apprehension ’ of something else, mul 
as such, is of the nature of ‘ Perception ’ 

It has been sought (under Text 112, abase) to piovo Unit 1 Pleasure ami 
such internal things can have no Cause because the\ appeal only occa- 
sionally” — Tins reasoning however is ‘ controdictoi \ , inasmuch as it 
proves only the eontiary of what is desired to prove , because u hat has no 
cause and what is not dependent upon anything cl-c cannot be ‘ occasional ’ 
appearing only at certain times and places What is meant is Unit the 
Corroborative Instance cited is devoid of the cbnincter desired to bo 
proved — (118) 

Thus it has been shown that the conclusion (of the othei party) is 
contraiy to facts of Peieeption and that their Reason is 'unproven In- 
admissible’, now the Authoi takes for granted (for the sake of argument) 
the 'admissibility’ of the Reason, and then proreeds to shou its ‘Jn- 
conclusiveness ' — in the following Text — 


TEXT (119) 


IT MAY BE TH ST THERE ARE NO PROOFS TOR THE EXISTENCE Or THE ‘ C VEST > 

of Things but the mere absence of proof (means or cog- 
nising) CANNOT PROVE THE NON-EXISTENCE OF ANY 
THING — (119) 


COMMENTARY 

:’£rr,r r 

real for * mh \ m ° f known, g, -cannot servell 

estabuslung the non-existence of the thing concerned -( 119 ) 


Question — Why cannot it be a X-iroof ♦ ” 

The ans ' rer 15 provided in the following Text - 


TEXT (120) 

Inasmuch as Proof ’ (Means of Cognition) is not pervasive 
of the Existence of the Thing ’, nor is it its Cause’, — 

(a) BECAUSE THERE IS DIFFERENCE, (&) ’BECAUSE THERE 

is non-concomitance, and (c) because it proceeds 
from that, — [mere absence of Proof cannot 
PROVE THE NON-EXISTENCE OF A THING) (120) 

COMMENTARY. 

When one character is pervasive of (more extensive than) another, then 
alone does the absence of the former imply the absence of the lattei , 
similarly the absence of the Cause implies the absence of the effect , and the 
8 
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reason for tins lies m the fact that the lees extensive is invariably concomitant 
with tho more extensive one, because of the tno being of the same 
essence, — and tho effect is invariably concomitant with the Cause, being 
produced by this latter In the case of ‘Proof’ and ‘ non-existence of a 
Tiling ’ there can be no co-essentiahty, as the two actually appear to be 
distinct ; — nor can Proof be the ‘ cause ’ of the Thing, as there is no con- 
comitance between them , the Thing existing even when the Proof is not there 
For instance, there is nothing incongruous in admitting the existence of 
Things which are far removed in space and time and character and hence 
are not within reach of any Proof (Means of Cognition) , — and when a 
thing can bo there even during the absence of another thing, the latter 
cannot be regarded as the Cause of the former , for if it were, then it would 
lead to an absurdity In fact, if the other party were to regard this as a 
‘ Cause he would renounce his own position 

Also because it proceeds from (hat, — Proof cannot be the ‘ Cause ’ of the 
Existence of Tlungs That is, the Proof arises out of the Thing itself — 
winch forms its objective , and tho cognisable Thing does, not arise out of the 
Proof —(120) 

It might be argued that — “Even though not invariably concomitant, 
the Proof (being absent) may yet preclude the existence of the Tiling ” — 
The answer to this is provided by the following Text — 


TEXT (121) 

When a thing is neither the one nob the other, its absence does 

NOT CONCLUSIVELY PRECLUDE THE OTHER THING, BECAUSE 
THERE IS NO CONNECTION —(121) 

COMMENTARY 

Neither the one nor the other, -i e neither the Cause, not J***«»f 
—the absence of what is not invariably concomitant cannot rightly be taken 
as necessarily precluding the other tbmg fo^fhdidit won "nee 
absurdity the absence of the Horse might, in that case, implj 
of the Cow also —(121) 

TEXT (122) 

■ Non-perception ’ by all persons is is found 

BY ANY ONE PERSON HIMSELF IS „ THE 

THAT THE GRASS AND OTHER GBOW®0 

cates OF THE Vtndhya MOUNTAIN do exist e 
though they are not perceived -(122) 

COMMENTARY 

Further, when ‘ non-appreh of bv 

non-ecetstence), is it put forward in the form 
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,, . 0r of the absence of perception of any one person himself 1 

Tv Lt be the former, because ordinary men with limited powers of 
—It cann thing being not perceived by all m en; 

helcSm^Tbrilways doubtful People of limited vision have no means 
of knowing that no man has the perception of an unseen cause sue 
things as the marks on the wings of the Peacock. As for 
own noa-percephon. that can never be conclusive :-why 
though such things as the grass, the coral, the pebbles and the like grotnng 
in. mountain-caves are not perceived, yet they do exist that is, there i 
nothing incongruous in regarding them as exist ** f -Thus the reasons adduced 
being doubtful, the non-existence cannot be regarded as pro y 

doubt — (122) 


TEXTS (123-124) 


If no Reason is adduced to prove the fact of Things having no 
Cause, then, inasmuch nothing can be proved without 

REASON, YOUR THEORY IS NOT PROVED —IF, ON THE 
OTHER HAND, YOU DO ADDUCE A REASON PROVING PI, — 

THEN ALSO YOUR THEORY IS NOT PROVED, AS 

THE proving ITSELF WOULD BE PRODUCED BY THE 

Proof adduced [which would therefore 
be the Cause of THE proving] — (124) 


COMMENTARY 

Further, you have to be asked the following question — In support of 
your conclusion that “ Tilings have no Cause ”, — do you adopt any Reason, 
or not ? — If you do'not adopt it, then your view does not become proved , 
as there can be no proving of anything without adequate proof (means of 
cognition) — If, on the other hand, you do adopt a Reason, — even then, your 
view cannot be proved s [such is the construction of the words of the Text] — 
“ Why so ? ” — Because the ‘ proving ’ itself would be produced by the Proof 
adduced — This is what has been thus declared by the revered Achdrya 
Sun — ■* One who declares that there is no Cause would demolish his own 
conclusion if he adduced any reasons in support of his assertion ; on the 
other hand, if he were slow to adduce reasons, what could be gamed by 
mere assertion ? ’ — (123-124) 


The following might be urged — “ The Reason that I adduce is indica- 
tive, not productive , why then should my conclusion not be proved? ” 

The answer to tins is provided by the following text : — 
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TEXT ( 125 ) 

As regards iBE indicative , — BE IT IN the form of the Probans, OB 

IK THE FORM OF WORDS EXPRESSIVE OF THAT (PROBANS), — IT IS 
SAID TO BE ‘ INDICATIVE ’ OF THE PrOBANDUM (DESIRED 

conclusion), only when it becomes the ‘Cause’ of 
the •proving (making known) [of the said 
Conclusion] — (126) 

COM3IENTARY 

The indicative Probane — i e the Probans fulfilling the three conditions, 
as conceived by the Keasoner for Jus own benefit, — -or m the form of words, — 
when the same Probans is asserted for the benefit of some one else, — expressive 
of that — i e of the Probans — Cause of the proving, — i e of the bringing about 
of the definite cognition of the object to be cognised — If it were otherwise, 
and the Probans or Reason did not serve os the ‘ Cause * of the said proving, * 
then, how could it be regarded as an ‘ indicative ’ 7 In fact, in this wav, 
eiervthmg would be ‘indicative’ of every tiling else — (125) 

Question — “ If tins is so, then how do the Teachers make the distinc- 
tion between the Indicative and the Productive ? ” 

The answer given in the following text is that the ‘Indicative’ is so 
called because it makes the thing known, and what is called ‘ productive ’ is 
that w luch actually brings into existence the thing concerned 

TEXT (126) 

Thus it is really the ‘Productive ’ Cause which is spoken of as 
‘ Indicative ’ , it is because it does not actually produce 
(bring into existence) what is desired to be accom- 
plished THAT rr IS NOT CALLED * PRODUCTIVE (12 ) 


commentary 

It ,s called ‘Indicative’, -and not ‘ Pr°ducti^ be ^ * "h 
actually produce what is cUswed * aceo os the Sprout 

srsssrsi * nothmg ™ ne ,n 

the distinction that has been ™ ade d Bgamst the declaration 

This answers all the objections that mayte ttot ma y be 

of Ichirya Sun For instance, Eeasor fthat there is no Cause, wliv 
raised — “ Even when asserting with > h0 flsserts 1S „„ Indicative 

should one demohsh his own ' ^ ^ „ _ Th0 answer to this 

Reason, while what he dames is the Prod prodvcl , ve Cause, because it 

« - **«"" " Th : ^rZ -Tlus urges against the other party the 
produces the cognition of the thing 
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fact of his assertions being self-contradictory In fact, there can bo no 
Beason that could prove the absence of all Cause, — because such a pi opoM- 
tion would be clearly one that is contrary to, and set aside b\, =eiv-c- 
perception and the rest — (126) 

With the following Text, the Author sums up his position and therein 
also shows that the conclusion of the other party is contrary to, and «et 
aside by. Inference also — 


TEXT (127) 

From all this rr follows that other things also have their 
' Causes ’, — as their production is restricted, — just like 
your cognition of the Probandum appearing when 
the Probans is there — ( 127 ) 

COMMENTARY 

Things like the Lotus and its filaments, —which are ‘other’ than the 
tilings spoken of by the other party in his reasoning— /Is thar product, on is 
restricted,—, e they are produced only when certain particular things are 
there —The argument may be formulated as follows — ' Those things whose 
production is restricted to occasions when certain other things are there 
must be regarded as with Game,- as for instance, your own cognition of the 
Probandum (desired to be proved) which appears only when the Probans 

rh,trni 13 ’7 th8 Same 15 thB ° aSe mft the Lotus and other Hungs 


End of Chapter (4 )-dealinq With the 


Doctrine of the ‘ Thing by Itself ' 



CHAPTER V 


The Doctrine of SOUND { ‘ Word-Sound ’) being the Ongm 
of the World. 

COMMENTARY 

The upholders of * Word-Sound ’ as * Brahman ’ assert their view in the 
following words — 

" Froo from such distinctions as ‘ prior ’ and ‘ posterior ’, — unborn, — 
imperishable, — such is the Brahman consisting of ‘ Word-Sound ’ , and from 
this Brahman there evolve the whole lot of Things, — such as Colour and the 
lilco , — this fact is clearly recognised This has been thus declared — ‘ Without 
beginning and end. Brahman, of the essence of SOUND, — -in the form of 
Letter-Sounds, evolves in the form of Things , whence proceeds the entire world- 
process ’ —The term ‘ adi ’, ' beginning *, here stands for production , — 

' nidhana ‘ end stands for destruction that which is free from these two 
is ‘without beginning and end ’ , — ‘ in the form of the Letter-Sounds* , asitis 
the Letters * a * and the rest which are the means (of the expressing of Word- 
Sound) , — this indicates the evolution in the form of the ‘word ’, the name , 
—the evolution in the form of the ‘ thing denoted ’ is indicated by the phrase 
‘ m the form of things ’ , — the term ‘ process ’ stands for the diverse 
tilings , — the term 1 Brahman * mentions the name ** 

What has been asserted m the verse juBt quoted is reiterated in the 

following Text — 

TEXT (128) 

“The whole lot or things is recognised as evolved out or That 
Brahman which is or the essence or W ord-SouND, the 

UNArrECTED BY DESTRUCTION' AND ORIGINATION 1 ) 


COMMENTARY. 

‘ Destruction ’ and 

illustration , what should he un ers o posteriority of Place , this 

free from all such distinctions as pno d . posteriority ’ of 

includes freedom from distinctions of priority 

Tx me also. _ , , , , ha -.t,™ „{ Word-Sound , it is 

• Of the essence of Word-Sound , jnakes it spoken of as ‘of 

* - wor “ ,s * ~ 

separable form „ n„w„ 'am' , this syllable ‘am' * 

• Highest m the form of th sy a nd constitutes 

the essence of all words and names and also of 
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the Veda This Word-Sound existing in the form of Letters and Words con- 
stitutes the Fedn , which is the means of comprehending the syllable, of 
n Inch it stands as the replica — This Highest Brahman is perceived onl> bj 
such persons as have their minds thoroughly imbued with Merit conducive 
to the fulfilment of Prosperity and the Highest Good. 

In support of this \iew, they set forth the following renson - — “When 
a «et of things is alu a\ s associated with the form of a certain thing, the 
foimer are modifications (evolutes) of that tlung , e g the Jar, the Saucer and 
the Cup are evolutes of Clay, being alu ays associated w ith the form of Gla v , 
and are hence known to be of the essence of Clay , — all Things are found 
to be associated with some form of Sound m the shape of Names , tins reason 
being based upon the very nature of tlimgs , as it is a clcarlj perceptible 
fact that all things are associated with some form of sound (m the shape of 
Kame) , for instance, when a cognition of the Name-Sound is produced in 
regard to things, the cognition of these tilings appears always associated 
with that Name Sound Tins is w hat has been thus declared (m 
Valyapaditja) * There is no cognition m the World which is not associated 
with word-sounds , m fact, all cognition is always interfused u itli words ’ 
—The knowledge of the nature of tilings also is always dependent, upon the 
form of their cognition (which is associated with words) From this it follows 
that all things are always associated with Name-Sounds; and tins being 
established it follows as a matter of course that they have their essence m 
tee Sounds, as having the ir essence m Sound means nothing more than 
being alwajs associated with Name-Sound —(128) 

The Author proceeds to refute the above doctrine Inf n ,, 

origin of the World) m the following Te^!- ( ^ ^ th ° 


■ixiATS (129-1 31) 

' ‘ST S ™ « 

THE SAIn B 0THER TaK °S EVOLVE OUT OF 

m SOUND-FORM AND tILw 

deprived IT " ACCEPTED ' THEK THE Sound BECOMES 

have the clear PERCEPTION- of 
the Sound -forai — (129-131) 

COMMENTARY. 
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Oi m the sense that sometimes it is produced from Sound, — as m the ease 
of the expression ‘ annamcn/ah pranah ’ (‘Life is of the essence of food’), 
the affix 1 ma)/at ’ denotes cause (the meaning being that Food is the cause 
of Life) ’ 

The fiist alteinatue cannot lie right, as the said ‘modification’ 
itself is not possible Because alien Bin Inn on a ho is ‘of the essence of 
Sound ’ takes the form of the Blue and other things, does It — or does it not 
— abandon its own pustme Sound-form ? If the former alternatne be 
accepted — that It does abandon its pristine Sound-form, — then there would 
bo an end to the vien that it is ‘without beginning and end’, that is, 
impel ishnblo, indestructible , ns there would be a destruction of the pristine 
form — If the second alternative be accepted, — that It does not abandon its 
pristine foim — then at the time that Blue is cognised bv the deaf person, 
he should have the perception of Sound also , os the cognition of Sound 
would be nou-different from the cognition of Blue This argument mat be 
formulated ns follows — When one thing is non-different fiom another, — 
if one is cognised, the other becomes also cognised, — as when the Blue is 
cognised, the essence of that same Blue becomes also cognised ,■ Sound is 
non-different from Blue , hence this is a reason based on the notuie of 
things — If it were not so inasmuch ns the conditions for better or 
w orse would differ m the two (Sound and Blue), tliev could not be recognised 
ns of tlio essence of the other This would be an argument against the con- 
clusion (of the other parti ) — (129-131) 


This same argument is set forth m greater detail, ill the following 
Text — 


TEXT (132) 


[It would be as asserted above] because all things (according 
to you) exist primarily nsr the form of Sound and if 
the Sound-form is not abandoned, there can be no 
MODIFICATION (EVOLUTION) —(132) 


COMMENTARY 

‘ I'eaa ’ here stands for ‘yasmdt\ because.- yon hold that primarily 

the World is of the nature of Sound 

The second line explains wliv it w ould be as asserted -(132) 

Question — “ Whnt if the World remains pnmardv of the essence of 
^TheAnswer is provided bj the following Text - 
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TEXT (133) 

The identity (osr Sound) with Blue and other things being not 

figurative (BUT real), — WHY SHOULD NOT THERE BE COGNITION 

or Sound at the time that the Blue and other 
THINGS ARE COGNISED ? — (133) 

COMMENTARY. 

Identity of Blue, etc — i.e with Sound 

At the lime that the Blue and other things are cognised , — that is, under 
the circumstances when Blue, etc are cognised , — why should not theie be 
cognition of Sound » — that is to say, Sound also fulfilling all the conditions 
of perceptibility, it is only right that there should be perception of it, 
just as there is of Blue and other things — (133) 


TEXT (134) 

Ie THERE WERE NO COGNITION OE IT (SOUND), THEN THERE SHOULD BE 
NONE OE THE BLUE AND OTHER THINGS ALSO , BECAUSE BOTH 
ARE OF THE SAME ESSENCE In CASE THEY HAD DIFFERENT 
PROPERTIES, THERE WOULD BE ABSOLUTE DIFFERENCE 
BETWEEN THEM —(134) 

COMMENTARY 

If you do not admit of the Cognition of Sound (at the time of the 
cognition of the Blue, etc ) then there would be the absurdity of there being no 

arflfT ° f h6 B Ue ’ 6tC alS °’ JU3t as there 18 none of Sound because both 
" Blue and the rest are of the same nature 

from To! ^ T’ * ^ B1U6 ' et °- be hdd t0 properties different 

«nd eX St TS) ^ ^ the 


The following Text explains why it would be so 


TEXT (135) 

PRESFx! TES DXFFEEE -' CE ASIONG a number of things is the 

nT _ 0E ^COMPATIBLE PEOPERTEES , OTHERWISE, NO 
FERENCE COULD EVEN BE ASSUMED AMONG DIVERSE 

individuals —(135) 

COMMENTARY 

at the saTtTlandbTh 8 ^ 006 ° bjeCt t0 b ® percelved and not perceived 
cease to be one ’ ‘ f “ ' rere ’ then ’ the ob ^ «'ould 

Otherwise, if, even m the presence of incompatible properties. 
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there were one-ness, then even the t difference which is assumed and accepted 
a*, subsisting among the Jar and other tlnngs would not be possible — The term 
‘ even ’ is meant to imply that it is not m the form of Brahman only that 
there would be no diversity , because the established viewis that while Brahman 
rests within Itself, there is no diversity in It , as diversity is appertenant to 
modification — For instance, when Brahman is held to be ‘without beginning 
and end It is not in the form of such things as the Jar and the like, — but 
m the form of the Supreme Self The Jni and other things are actually seen 
to be undergoing origination and destruction and to be occupying limited 
place and time 

The absurdity has been urged above (in Text 131) against the other 
part} — that the deaf would clearly perceive Sound (when he perceives the 
Blue and other things) This should be understood to be applicable to the 
other parts only if the form of Brahman is regarded as fulfilling the conditions 
of perceptibility — The absurdity is not applicable if Brahman is held to be 
extremely subtile and beyond the*reacli of the Semises — but in that case the 
objection to be urged should be that (if Sound be not perceived, then) the 
Blue, etc also w ould not be perceived, as these are of the same nature as 
Sound, and in that case there could be no such generalisation as that ‘ ordinary 
men perceive only that much of things as is liable to origination and 


destruction ’ 

The follow mg argument might be urged here —“Just as according to 
} ou ( Baitddlm ) the momentarincss, though not different from Blue, etc , is 
not cognised when these latter are cognised, — so, m the same manner, there 
would be no cognition of Sound ” 

Tins is not right , it is not true that momentarmess is not cognised 
when Blue, etc are cognised, what does happen is that even though 
momenlanness is actually apprehended by the non-oonceptual Cognition, 
vet it is said to be not definitely cognised, because of the imposition 
upon it of other qualities, through Illusion So that, so far as the man s 
general indefinite apprehension is concerned, it is duly apprehen e , 
is not apprehended in so far as its well-defined cognition is concerned, u* 
as referring to distinct forms of the cognition (definite and indefinite), bo 
characters — of being apprehended and not-appi tended— are quite compatible 
—In the case of your theory, however, such apprehension and non-apprehension 

£5 .Jcrrr ssrir 

latter » "-If some cognition M admrtt^ by yout^ ^ ^ fol , owmg _ 

conceptual, then yon .Am “ ™ w not associated with words ”~ 

“ There is no cognition mthe ‘Things ore associated 

In tins case too, the reason adduced (by you) tot ^ ^ ^ rf ^ 

with the form of tVcrd-Sound wou of a]I things being 

there being no proof, any attempt to prove 
of the essence of Sound would be entwely baseless 
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Further, as regards the momentarme as of things, it is actually established 
by means of proofs , and even though thus duly apprehended, it is spoken 
of os not definitely cognised As regards the fact of Things being of the 
essence of Sound however, — by what proof is it established that it could be 
admitted in the same manner as momemarmess is admitted ’ — (135) 

The following Text proceeds to set forth another method of criticising 
the ' Sound * theory — 


TEXT (136) 

If the one * Sound-essence ’ be held to be different with each 
individual Thing, then all Things would occupy tbce 

SAME POINT IN SPACE AND WOULD BE COGNISED IN ONE AND 

the same form — (136) 

. COSBIENTARY. 

When (according to you) the * Sound-essence ’ undergoes modification, 
does it become different with each object, or not ’—If the view is that it 
does not become different, then all things. Blue and the rest, should occupy 
the same point m space That they should occupy the same point m space 
is said only by way of illustration Tune, modifications, functions and 
conditions also are meant to be included The Cognition,— appearance (m 
Consciousness)— also would be in one and the same form , as all things. Blue 
and the rest, would be non-different from the one essence of Sound (136) 


TEXT (137). 

If (on the other hand) it differs with each individual (thing), 
then Brahman becomes many ,— as having a form which is 
diverse and of the nature of several THINGS, — JUST 
UKE THE DIVERSITY OF INDIVIDUALS — (137) 


COMMENTARY. 

then Brahman ^snce is admitted to differ with each individual, 

nature of several th ^ haVmg “ S ° rm whlch 18 dlverm and °f ihc 

the nature/ T’’ 6 ° ne ' vhose ™tur*-character-is diverse and of 

vour the ° SSVera thmgs '“ and T 8t Brahman is held to be one Thus 
your theory goes directly against your own tenet -(137) 


The Author states another 
following Text 


objection 


(to the Sound-theory) — m the 



124 


TATTVASANGBAHA CHAPTER V 


TEXT (138) 

If Things consisted of eternal ‘ Sound they also would be 

ETERNAL , AND HENCE AS THINGS WOULD BE ACCOMPLISHED 
SIMULTANEOUSLY WITH THE SOUND, NO ‘ MODIFICATION ’ 
WOULD BE COMPATIBLE — (138) 

COMMENTARY 

If Things consisted of ete > nal Sound, — i e if they v. ere of the same nature 
as eternal Sound, — -i e if Sound constitutes the very essence of tlie World, 
— then Things also should be held to be eternal , and hence as at all tunes 
the Things would be accomplished simultaneously with Sound, — on account of 
their being so accomplished, — it is not possible for them to be of the nature 
of ‘modifications ’ — ‘ Tat ’ stands for ' tasmdt ’, Hence 

Or the ‘simultaneity’ meant may be that of all such tlnngs as the Blue 
and the like — (138) 

Question — " Even if things are accomplished simultaneously, why should 
not they be modifications 9 ” 

The Answer is supplied bv the following Text — 


TEXT (139) 

Thebe could be ‘ modification ’ onli if thebe were disappearance 

OF ONE FORM FOLLOWED BY THE APPEARANCE OF ANOTHER 

FORM, AS IS FOUND TO BE THE CASE WITH CLAY AND 

OTHER THINGS , — IT COULD NOT BE POSSIBLE HOWEVER 
IF ALL APPEARED WITHOUT SEQUENCE 

(simultaneously) — (139) 

COMMENTARY 

In a thing in regard to wlueli there was no ‘ Sequence ’, however, * modi- 
fication • would not be possible , the term 1 tu ‘ however , is to 
with • akrame ’ -From tins it follows that it cannot be right to regard Thmg 
as • consisting of Sound ’, through ‘ modification — 

The following Text proceeds to show that the other alternative cannot 

be maintained- jjjXT (140) 

If the World be regarded as ‘ consisting of 
' of ‘ Product ’ (not eternal),— even so, as s °^ 

be unmodifiable, thebe could be no sequenti 
appearance — (140) 

COMMENTARY 
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should appear simultaneously, as being the effects of equally perfect cause 
of unobstructed potency In fact, the appearance of effects is delayed only 
when there is some imperfection in the Cause , if the Cause is perfect, therefore, 
for what would the effect wait, and hence not appear simultaneously ? — (140) 


TEXT (141) 

If, from Sound which is of one form always, diverse forms are 

PRODUCED, THEN HOW IS IT THAT THE WORLD IS SPOKEN OF AS 
‘ EVOLVED ’ IN THE FORM OF THE Object ! — (141) 

COMMENTARY 

Further, if it is admitted that out of Sound, which is of one form only, 
various diverse forms are produced, — then it will not be true to say that 
Brahman evolves into the form of the Object * , because it is not right that 
when a different thing is produced, one thing should evolve out of another 
in that form, without actually entering into that form itself — Thus the 
Proposition set up by the other Party cannot be maintained m any way 
at all —(141) 

Another reason put forward (m support of the view that the World is 
produced out of Sound) is — “ because all things are permeated with Sound- 
forms” , the following Text proceeds to showthat this Reason is ‘unproven’, 
‘Inadmissible’ — 


TEXTS (142-143) 

In the case of such diverse thinos as the Jar, the Pail and the 
like, it is found that all of them are of the nature of Clay, 
WHICH DIFFERENTIATES THEM FROM ALL THAT IS NOT-ClAY , AND 
ON THE BASIS OF THIS IT IS ASSUMED THAT IN ALL THESE 
THERE SUBSISTS THE ONE ‘ CLAY-NATURE ’ NO SUCH 
NATURE HOWEVER IS PERCEIVED IN THE CASE OF 
SUCH THINGS AS THE Blue, THE YelloiV AND SO 
FORTH HENCE THE ASSUMPTION OF ANY 

such one nature as is preclusive of 
all that is not-Sound would 
BE ABSOLUTELY BASELESS — 

(142-143) 


W-MjttENTARY 


tinned “ raa !! er of f ? ct > there can b ® no one comprehensive notion of all 

from iZT e haS ' tS OWn Spe0,fiC Chara0ter ’ and differentiated 

from homogeneous as well as heterogeneous things, whenever they ale 
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logardcd ns permeated bj n common character, it is only an assumption, 
bused upon the fact of that character serving to differentiate them from such 
other things ns are holorogcnoous , for instance, in the case of such tilings as 
t ho Jar, the Cup and the Pail, etc — even though these are really distinct from 
each othor, — tlio common character of 1 Olay ’ is assumed, on the basis of 
tho o\clusion of all that is not-Clay Even this assumed ‘ umformness ’, 
consisting of bang permeated by the nature of Sound, is not possible m the 
onso of tho tlungs m question, — such ns, the Blue, the Yellow and the like , 
boenuso vie do not percoivo tho Sound-character in the Blue, the Yellow 
and such tilings; and nlien vou do not perceive such a uniform character in 
them, how con it bo assumed that, being permeated by Sound-character is 
duo to tho ptoclusion of wliat is not of the nature of Sound 1 Thus the 
assumption is ontirolv baseless and hence the reason is ‘unproven’, 

• Inadmissible * — (142-143) 

It lias boon urged (under Text 136) that “all things would occupy 
tho same point in spaco and would be cognised in one and the same form , 

tho following Text raises an objection from the point of view of the other 

pnrty — 


TEXT (144) 


If it Bn held that—' Brahman nr its essence remains ever un- 

DIFFERENTIATED , FT IS ONLY UNDER DISTURBANCE DUE TO 

Ignorance that people regard It as diverse (144) 


cosbientaby 

The following view might be urged by the Opponent -“ Tim one 
Brummie of Brahman remains always undifferentiated,— essentially unmod 8ed , 
P “ JL. there 1S n0 modification of It what happens is that people having 
in reality, there is no « dar kness of Ignorance, regard It as 

™ *Z 0 ZLteBlL and the like This has been thus declared - 

diverse, in snohforms as * t obg0ase d by darkness, people 

‘ Bven though ^AasTu. (Spa ^ ^ J q{ ivarBlfied parts , » the same 
come to regard it as limited nnmodifiable, yet It appears to 

manner, though Brahman is immo modified ’ —Under the circum- 

be sullied by Nescience and he “® J. as aU thm gs occupying the same 
stances, there would be no such absur * non-entit.es, therefore 

s- bemg dne t0 

the oscillations of Nescience (144) 

The above argument is answered by the following Texts - 
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TEXTS (145-146). 


Even so, what is actually perceived in the form of Blue and the 

REST BY PERSONS TRAMELLED BY Xe SCIENCE WHICH FORM SERVES AS 

the basis of rejecting and acquiring certain things, 

— APART FROM THAT FORM, WHAT IS THEBE IN THE 

eobm of ‘ Brahman unfercbived, which 

COULD BE COGNISED AS ‘ EXISTING BY PER- 
SONS WHOSE MIND HAS RISEN ABOVE (THE 
SHACKLES OF NESCIENCE) * — (145-146) 


COMMENTARY. 

The existence of the cognisable thing can be established only bv means 
of Proofs (Means of Cognition) , there is however no proof for (means of 
cognising) the existence of Brahman as postulated Nor instance, It cannot 
be proved by Perception, as Brahman does not appear m any form other 
than the Blue and the rest as the basis of such activity as rejecting and 
acquiring and when It does not appear at all (m any pure fbrm of Its 
own), how could It be cognised as existing, by persons whose m.ntlg have 
risen (above the shackles of Nescience) and are centred on the path of 
Reason ’—(145-146) 


TEXTS (147-148). 


The UNDIFFERENTIATED BRAHMAN CANNOT BE PROVED BY PERCEPTION 
BECAUSE It NEVER APPEARS IN THAT FORM ,— AND AS NOTHING 
CAN BE PRODUCED FROM WHAT IS ETERNAL, THERE CAN BE NO 
ROBANS IN THE FORM OF AN EFFECT (WHICH COULD LEAD TO 

the Inference of Brahman ) , and as the very existence 
of the Thing itself (Brahman) is still unproved, 

NO CHARACTER OF ITS OWN COULD SERVE AS THE 

Probans leading to the Inference (of the said 
Brahman) , and apart from these two, there 
can be no Probans which could prove the 
existence (of Brahman) — (147-148) 


COMMENTARY 

The following might be urged (by the other party) — “The san 
™ man ls proved b 7 Its °wn cognition, since it is of the nature c 
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Consciousness itself For instance, Bialiman Itself is Light, because It ts 
of the essence of Sound, and because it is of the nature of Intelligence ” 
This however is contrary to our ow n experience , for instance, oven 
when one lias his mind wandering elsewhere, when looking with lus etes 
upon Colour, one has such non-determinate perception of the Blue and 
such things as is free from verbal expression , tins is going to be explained 
in detail later on 


Tins also sets aside what has been asserted as to “ there being no cogni- 
tion in the world which is not associated with words ” 

From all this it follows that Me undifferentiated Brahman of the essence 
of Sound cannot be proved by Perception 

Xor can It be proved by Inference If there were an Inference (of 
Brahman) it could be based on a Probans in the form of an Effect (of that 
Brahman), or in that of the nature of Brahman Itself -—As for mere In on - 
apprehension, it can have only negation for its object, and can have no 
influence upon an affirmation (such as that of the Existence of Brahman ) — 
Xow, there can be no Probans m the form of an Effect, because no effect 
can proceed from what is eternal , because any fruitful action — either con- 
secutive or concurrent — would be repugnant to the xery nature of the eternal 
Tlung — Xor can there be a Probans m the shape of the nature of Brahman 
Itself , because the Thing itself, m the form of Brahman, is still not established , 
and so long as the Thing itself has not been established, no nature or 
character of it can be established independently by Itself 

It might be urged that there may be some other Probans (apart from the 
two just mentioned)— In answer to this, it is added— Apart from these, etc , 
e apart from Nature and Effect, there is nothing that can prove your 
Probandum , as no other Probans would be invariably concomitant with it , 
and what is not mvariablv concomitant cannot sen e as a Probans , for, if it 


did, it would lead to absurdities 

It has been asserted that Things are associated with Sound-forms,— 
such association has not been proved, and is absolutely fake , and as sue 1 
cannot prove the fact of Brahman being really of the essence of Sound 

Xor can such a Brahman be proved by Scripture , as the character o 


* Scripture ’ itself is uncertain 

• Son-apprehension ’ also is a sort of Indication (Probans), butt 
eluded under what has been mentioned already as uro j- 
serve to prove 

Z L deLTd The proved, tins is what is meant by the — 

could prove the existence of Brahman — ( 147 - 148 ) 


M.. r» — 

about even mare Coition, anil ^ tHm of the, „ MOT 1 * 1 

be that of mere non-entity A funner 


m the following Text — 
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TEXT (149-150) 


All Consciousness must be consecutive, as it must follow the order 
of sequence of the objects cognised , if it were not so, 
rrs effect in the form of cognition would come about 
simultaneously — Hence even in the effect in the 
form of ‘ Cognition ’, there is nothing, apart 
from the rejecting and acquiring, which could 
be w i th in the powers of Brahman , so that It 
becomes reduced to the position of the 
‘ Son of the Barren Woman 5 — (149-150) 


COMMENTARY. 


All this lias been proved under the section dealing with ‘ God ’ (m 
Text 89) 

' Tatah param ’, ‘ apart from that ' , — i e other than the Blue and other 
things winch form the basis of the acts of rejecting and acquiring — Or the 
term ‘ tatah ’ may be taken as the re-assertion of the Conclusion , the meaning 
being that ‘ it is something apart from the Blue and other things which form 
the basis of the acts of Rejecting and Acquiring’ — Or the term ‘ tatah ’ may 
be taken as the re-assertion of the Conclusion, in the form 1 therefore it is 
true, real 

The position of the ' Son of the Barren Woman ’ , — for regarding the 
‘ Son of the Barren Woman’ as a non-entity, there is no reason apart from the 
fact of his bemg incapable of effective action — (149-160) 

The following might be urged — “ The said essence of Supreme Brahman 
is perceived only by such Yogirts ( Mystics ) as have their mind aided by 
Merit leading to Prosperity and Highest Good 

This also is not possible this is what is shown by the following 
Text — B 

TEXT (151) 

For the same reason even Mystics with their ‘chain of pure 
consciousness ’ DO NOT KNOW that form of Brahman , AS 
the necessary connection could be possible only 
after an action of the Cognition itself — (151) 


COMMENTARY 

If the Mystic had operated upon the cognition born of mystic communion, 
it'™ \ 130 a ^ mit ted that Mystics perceive that form of Brahman As 

is, lowever, m the manner shown above, no such operation is possible , 
hence this view cannot be right 

Brahmn, be ur S ed ~ Mystics perceive that form of 

anart. f™ 1 n0t through the appearance of cognition relating to it ; as 
existence “'“b® the Mysbc nor the cognition has any 

It as then n * ^? Pp0ns » that during the mystic state. Mystics perceive 
theiywn self, m the form of Light effulgent 
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Tho answer to this is as follows —If it is so, then it lias to bo explained 
wlint tho Brnlimnn's form is prior to tho mjstic state If It is always of 
tho form of Light effulgent, then thero can ho no state which is net-mystic , 
ns cz hypolhcat, Bralimnn is ever of tho nature of tho effulgent light of Self , 
-o that tho Liberation of nil beings would bo accomplished without effort 

It is possible that tho following might be urged — “Just as for you, 
Buddhists, during tho slate of Dream and tho like, the Cognition, though one, 
appears m n variegated form, — so the Brahman also, e\en though one, 
appears dnerso to persons whose chain of cognitions is not pure, through 
Ignorance " 

That cannot bo right , because ns a matter of fact, apart from Brahman, 
thero are none whoso * Chain ’ is not pure, to w hom the said form could appear 
ns stated 

"Brahman appears, bj Itself, in that form ’’ 

In that case, no Liberation would ho possible, because Brahman is 
always of tho nature of one stnglo Cognition. As for us [Buddhists), 
Liberation is quite possible, os at that stage, there appears a distract pure 


Cognition 

Further, for you, apart from Brahman, there can be no Ignorance or 
Illusion under whose influence tlio Brahman would appear in the said form 
And on account of Illusion being non-separate from It, it would bo well-said 
that ‘ under the influence of that Illusion, Brahman appears as Itself in that 
form ’ 1 

It might be said that—' “ When it is said that ‘It becomes cognised 
under tho influence of Ignorance what is meant is that It is of the nature 

of Ignorance (or Illusion) ’’ _ 

If so, then tho jmphcat.on is all the darner that there can be no Libera- 
tion when tho Eternal One Brahman has the nature of Ignorance, there 
can bo no cessat.on of that Ignorance, which forms the essence of Brahman , - 
by virtuo of which cessation there could be Liberation , 

If then. Ignorance is admitted to be something apart from Brahman, 
—oven so it cmdd not produce any effect upon Brahman, winch is eternal 
and hence not susceptible to any addition to Its qualities So that xt^amo 
be right to assert that Its appearance (in Cognition) is due to the 
e ignorance - and thus there being no connection between Ignore 
~ >» .. ... 

. •> Cffa id be described as being neither real nor unreal , 
things must fall within one or the other of these two ; ^^f^se^f its 
a Thing (Entity) at all Nor will it be "8“*^ explanation 

berag a ^on-eut, tptbat it is eo^edratta^arm^ ?. Btate . 

tnse JZ nature is capable of fruitful action,- 
” Tfor 0t ^dto^)!liorance (or 

oo^rrh ’.Ti =o7?; 0 = and serves as a _ 
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is followed by a succeeding Cognition, which is of the nature of its Effect 
and has within itself the traces of wrongful attachment ; and under such 
circ ums tances, it is only right that there should appear a Cognition in the 
form under discussion, due to the influence of Ignorance — This Ignorance 
is duly removed by Mystic Practices, — through the process of succeeding 
moments endowed with gradually mcreasmg degrees of inefficiency (in the 
Ignorance), — and there appears a senes of pure Cognitions and consequent 
Liberation , so that the process of 1 Bondage and Liberation * becomes duly 
established on a reasonable basis 

This is not possible under your theory; as Brahman, being Eternal 
and One, cannot have two ‘ states ’ (of Ignorance and Liberation), — and 
because the said Brahman is one, the Liberation of one man would mean 
the Liberation of all men , and the non-liberation (Bondage) of one would 
mean the Bondage of all 

Nor is there any proof for the fact of Brahman being of the nature of 
* the Light of Self during the non-mystic state The Cognition that proves 
anything is of the nature of ' Light 1 and hence recognised as * self-cogmsed \ 
The ‘ Sound-self ’ however is never found to be cognised m all cognitions,- — • 
as has been already mentioned before — Thus theh, if it is admitted that 
during the ‘ non-mystic ’ state. Brahman is not of the nature of the ‘ Light 
of Self even so, it will have to be explained how the * Light of Self ’ which, 
thus, would not be previously existent, comes about subsequently during 
the ‘ mystic state ’, in the Brahman, without this latter having abandoned 
Its previous form and character. 

Prom all this it follows that your doctrine of ‘Sound-Brahman’ is ab- 
solutely wrong We desist from further expatiation on this point. ( 151 ) 

With the following Text, the Author applies the previously-detailed 
objections to this doctnne also 


TEXT (152) 

This doctrine of ‘ Brahman ’ also is similar to the doctrine 
of the ‘ Evolution from Primordial Matter ’ , and the 

OBJECTIONS URGED AGAINST THIS LATTER SHOULD BE 
UNDERSTOOD TO BE APPLICABLE TO THE FO RMER 
ALSO —(152) 


COMMENTARY. 

of So,w° b r tl0n ^ b ® Stated thus ~‘ The Worid oannot b ® effect 
Z ZT 1 ^ StS '- llke the «* the Cause , hence what 

proved 1 1 1 ? 0annot be the Cause, -because it cannot be so 
proved,— hke the other Self and so on —(152) 


End of the Chapter on the Doctrine of • Sound-Brahman \ 



CHAPTER VI. 


Doctrine of the ‘ Purusa 5 — Spirit— Personality— as 'Cause 
of the W orld. 

With the following Text, the Author introduces tho doctrine of th 
1 Vedaiadm' (Follower of tho Veda) — 


TEXTS (153-151) 

OTHERS, HOWEVER, POSTULATE THE ‘ PtJIUT?A ’ (SPIRIT),— SIMILAR II 
CHARACTER TO ‘ GOD ’~AS THE CAUSE OF THE WORLD, — THEIR 
MIND BEING SWAYED BY AN ILL-CONCEIVED DOCTRINE 

thus ‘Spirit’ has his powers stjch as do not 

CEASE ETON IN REGARD TO THE DISSOLUTION OF 
ALL THINGS , HE IS THE Cause OF ALL BORN 
THINGS, JUST AS THE SPIDER IS OF THE 

Cobwebs —(154) 


COJDfEKTARY 

Those people state their doctrine as follows* — “ThePuruja, Spirit, alone is 
tho Cause of tho creation, sustenance and dissolution of the whole world , his 
powers do not c ease even tn regard to Dissolution This has been thus declared 
— ‘ As tho Spider is tho cause of the cobwebs, the Lunar Gem of -water, and 
tho Banj on Tree of its offshoots,— so is the Spirit the Cause of all born things ’ , 
—and ogam ‘ Tho Spirit alone is all this, the past, and also the future’ ” 
Similar tn character to God )— i e He has qualities equal to those of God , 
inasmuch as both are tho ‘ efficient cause ’ of the creation, sustenance 
and dissolution of the universe; the only difference between these two 
(Spine and God) is that those who regard God as the Cause of the Wor , 
postulate other things also like the Soul and such things, as the 'constituent 
and other kinds of Cause (God being only the 'efficient’ ca^e^hde 
those who regard ‘ Spirit ■ as the Cause of the world, posit the Spirit alone 
as tho solo cause (efficient as well os constituent) , but the character o mg 
tho efficient cause of creation, sustenance and dissolution is 
both doctrines — They have their mind swayed by an M 
i e their mind is under the influence of a doctrine which is wrongly 

C0 ”°Thfterm 1 OmanSbha ' stands for the Sp!tfcr.-(153-154) 

With the following Text, the Author proceeds to set forth the objections 
against tins doctrine 
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TEXT (155) 

The refutation of this also is to be set forth, in the same 

MANNER. AS THAT OF ‘ GOD ’ FOR TOT PURPOSE DOES THIS 

' Spirit ’ perform such an act (as the creating, etc 

OF THE WORLD) ? — (155) 

COMMENTARY. 

' Ishvaravat ’ — is to be construed as " Ishvarasya tea’, ‘as in the case 
of God ’ 

This refutation is to be stated thus — ■* The Spirit cannot be the Cause 
of bom things, — -because He is Himself devoid of birth, — like the sky-lotus ; 
otherwise all things would come into existence simultaneously ’ — [This is 
exactly the same argument that has been put forward against * God trader 
Text 87, above] 

If the upholders of the Spirit put forward the same arguments that 
have been put forward by others m proof of ‘ God’, — then the same fallacies 
— of being ‘ unproven ’ and the rest — that have been shown in the latter 
should be applied to the former also 

The Text mentions another hne of objection also — For what purpose, 
e(c The activity of all intelligent beings is found to be prompted by some 
purpose , hence it has to he explained for what purpose the Spirit performs 
such an act as that of creating the world — (155) 


TEXTS (156-157) 

If he does it because he is prompted by another Being, then he 
CAN NOT BE SELF-SUFFICIENT (INDEPENDENT) — If HE DOES IT 
through compassion, then he should mare the World 
absolutely happy When he is found to have 

CHEATED PEOPLE BESET WITH MISERY POVERTY, 

SORROW AND OTHER TROUBLES,—' WHERE CAN 
Hrs COMPASSION BE PERCEIVED t (156-157) 


he prolpM^ “tlu 1U V Ven th ° Ugh I “ nSeM unwilhn 8 to d0 s °> because 
«>e -532*1“ “ thB sha P* God and the kke,_then 
Were through ‘!L h ^ be6n Populated for him disappears —If lt 
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TEXT (158). 

FURTHER, INASMUCH AS, PRIOR TO CREATION, THE OBJECTS OP COM- 
PASSION' MOTTLE NOT BE THERE, — THERE COULD NOT BE EVEN 

that Compassion through the presence of which 
THE ORDAJNER IS ASSUMED — (158) 


COMMENTARY 

Further, prior to creation, — tliero is no entitj towards whom he would 
bo compassionate , — and through the presence of this 1 compassion the 
Ordamer — Creator — is assumed — (158) 

TEXT (159). 

Nor should he ever bring about the Dissolution of those Beings 
who would be always prosperous If nr so doing, he 

BE REGARDED AS DEPENDENT UPON THE ‘ UNSEEN FORCE ’ 

(of Destiny), then his ' self-sufficiency ’ 
ceases — (159) 


COMMENTARY. 

If ho croatod people through compassion, and they were always happy, 
—then wliv should ho bring about their dissolution I The sense is that i e 
lias to bring about Dissolution, ho should bring about the Diss^taon 
only such Beings as arc miserable and imbecile -It nnght ,e • 

“Ho makes people happy or unhappy in accordance i with _the« ' M* 
the shape of Mont and Dement ” -That cannot be right, « » 
case Ins * self-sufficiency ’-which has been postnlatei-uiouM cease 0 
who IS himself endowed with power does not ^ upon cu^luog e , 
if one is wanting in power, then the creation «*£• tt ^wonld 

attributed to That on which lie is dependent , and m that case 

cease to be the * Cause ’ — (159) 

TEXT (160) 

Then again, why should he make himself dependent upon that 
Destiny, which is conducive to suffering and ^ 

WOULD BE TO IGNORE THAT DESTINY (160) 

COMMENTARY. 

It may be granted that he LE1S 

£2L ’*• fo ™ 05 Ment and DenwnWS laads 
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to pain and suffering ; on the contrary, he should totally disregard such 
Destiny, if he is influenced (in his activity) by Mercy and Oompassion . 
merciful persons do not seek for such causes as bring about suffering , because 
the sole motive behind their actions consists in the desire to remove the 
sufferings of others — (160) 

TEXT (161) 

Ip the functioning op the Spirit be said to be for purposes of 
‘Amusement’, then he would not be his own master 

REGARDING THAT AMUSEMENT, AS HE WOULD BE DEPEN- 
DENT UPON THE VARIOUS IMPLEMENTS OP THAT AMUSE- 
MENT, — JUST LIKE A CHILD — (161) 

COMMENTARY 

If it be held that “ He creates the world, not through Compassion, — but 
for purposes of * Amusement * ”, — that also cannot be right As, in that 
ease, m the matter of bringing about this ‘ Amusement ’, he would not be 
* self-sufficient’, — being dependent upon such diverse implements of Amuse- 
ment as creation, sustenance and dissolution (of the world) (161) 


TEXTS (162-163) 

Ip HE HAD THE POWER TO CREATE THEM, HE WOULD HAVE CREATED, AT 
ONE AND THE SAME TIME, ALL THE IMPLEMENTS CONDUCIVE TO THE 
PLEASURE TO BE ACCOMPLISHED BY THE ‘ AMUSEMENT If HE 
DID NOT HAVE THAT POWER IN THE BEGINNING, THEN HE 
COULD NOT HAVE IT POE CREATING THEM CONSECUTIVE- 
LY either Because for an indivisible thing, 
it is not possible to have Power and 
also to be without Power — (162-163) 


COMMENTARY 

he hos'thp r!'" th °i Se Vanous lra plements of Amusement that are there, — if 
time if h ^' Ter ° Creaie t,wm > then be should create them all at the same 
Z'2: T “°‘ have tIlat P°™ m the beginning, then he could not 
would be there one h -' one clther : as the ‘ powerless condition ’ 

^ 1 “ “? P ° SSlblS £ ° r 0116 &nd thB tbmg to We 

th 7T er “ t0 d ° a «• and the 

The anriim** f * ^° We ^ and G&5ence °f power, being mutually exclusive 
God, -e g ^hv doe, w ‘T b66n OTged bef0re agamsfc the doctrine of 

forth,— are annhcable B ““ h &n ° peratl0n as creation and so 

— applicable to this doetnne also. 

mm — * God unde?l 0t *** f ° Uovrmg “grants set forth by Prashasta- 
d undertakes activity for the purpose of helpmg others. Just 
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as a certain sage, who has had all his own purposes accomplished and hence 
for whom there is nothing to be done for either acquiring what is desirable 
or avoiding what is not desirable, undertakes the work of teaching for the 
benefit of others, — similarly God also, having made known the majesty of 
His own power, proceeds to act for the purpose of helping hvmg beings 
— Or, just as, on account of the natural potency of Time, the Spring and other 
seasons come about by turns, upon which animate and inanimate products 
come about by their own inherent nature, — similarly in the case of God also, 
the faculties of creating, maintaining and dissolving become manifested by 
turns, and through these, He becomes the Cause of the creation, sustenance 
and dissolution of all hvmg beings ” 

Tins argument becomes set aside by what has been said above For 
mstanee, the assertion that “Spirit acts for the purpose of helping others ” 
is to be met by tins reasoning — If it were kindness towards others, then 
He should have created the world absolutely happy, etc etc 

As regards the statement that “it is due to the nature of his powers ” , 
— the objection against this is as follows — If he had his powers fully 
manifested, he would bnng about creation, sustenance and dissolution 
of the world simultaneously , if he has not his powers manifested, then the 
creation and the rest could not be brought about even consecutively , if then, 
the Being with manifested power were someone else, then how could there 
be a single Bemg m the shape of Spirit ? 

The assertion regarding Time bemg the cause operating towards the 
consecutive appearance of Spring and other seasons is also open to the snmo 
objection Time, in fact, is nothing more than Things of the world themselves 
as beset with such diversities as those of heat and cold , as we arc going to 
explain later on — (102-163) 

The Author now proceeds to examine Uddijotalam's view that the 
functioning of God is due to His own nature — 


TEXTS (164-165) 

I* rr BE HEED THAT “ THE FUNCTIONING AT THE W»BWWM 

IS DDE TO HtS NATURE, — JDST LIKE THE FUNCTIONING OF T*l 1 AN 

IS s r™ towards burning add sdch effects, ™ dde 

THEIR VERY NATURE ” , THEM, DNDER XHECIRCDM- 

stances, all things should come wk> existence 

SIMULTANEOUSLY , BECADSE OF THE PRESENCE O 

the Cadse fully competent to produce 
them — -(164-165) 

COJIMEXTAHY 

UddyolaUra argues aE '^ l0 ^ n the efsTrf Earth and ollur 

of amusement, on the other ’ torels Buo h that they operate towards 

HifZgmg^?oX?tLr products, so also m the case of God ” HT »< " " 
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clear reference to what is said in the NyayaiMrMa, pages 466-467 , though 
the words are slightly different] 

This is not right , as the appearance of all things being entirely 
dependent upon the action of that Being,— when the Cause in its fully efficient 
and perfect form would he present, all things would be produced simul- 
taneously. It will not be right to introduce the qualification of “ intelli- 
gence ” (in the Cause),— as we have already explained (under the section on 
God) -(164-166) 

Question — “ If this is so, then how is it that the effects of Fire and 
other things do not come about simultaneously ’ ” 

The answer is provided in the following Text 

TEXTS (166-167) 

In the case of such things as Eire and the like, their rowers 

ARE DEPENDENT UPON THE EFFICIENCY OF THEIR OWN CAUSES, 
AND HENCE RESTRICTED IN THEIR OFEHATIONS, AND CON- 
SEQUENTLY NOT EFFECTIVE AT ALL TIMES. If IT WERE 
NOT SO, ALL EFFECTS WOULD COSES INTO EXISTENCE 
SIMULTANEOUSLY, — IF IN THEIR CASE ALSO THEBE 
WERE NO SUCH RESTRICTION — (166-167) 

COMMENTARY. 

* Tetjdm, ’ — of Fire and such tbmge, — The particle ‘ api ‘ also ’, implies 
that what is urged is applicable not to the case of ' God ’ only — 1 If there 
were no such restriction — that is, the restriction due to the efficiency of their 
own causes — (166-167) 

The following might be urged : — “ The Spider acts through its own nature, 
why then does it not produce its effects, m the shape of cobwebs and the 
Uke, simultaneously ? ” 

The answer to this is given m the following Text • — 


TEXT (168) 

In the case of the Spider also, the causal capa city to produce 

THE COBWEBS IS NOT ADMITTED (BY US) TO BE DUE TO ITS 
very NATURE , WHAT PRODUCES THEM IS THE S it. T v a 
EMITTED BY THE SPEDEK’s EAGER DESIRE TO 
DEVOUR INSECTS — (168) 

COMMENTARY 

acts "f ^ 1C * er also ^ oes act *>y its very nature , what happens is that it 

from its eager desire to devour insects , — which appears only occasionally. 
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tlirough special causes — The Spider thus is not always of one and the same 
character , its efficiency also is only occasional and due to the force of its 
own causes — (168) 

The following might be urged — “The Spirit may not act through 
Compassion, or through Amusement , but somehow it aots unintentionally 
(automatically) 

The answer to this is given in the following Text , — 


TEXT (169) 

If the functioning (of the Spirit) be ‘ somehow ’ (unintentional), — 

' then what SORT OF ‘ INTELLIGENCE ’ IS HIS SlNO® EVEN 
' THE FISHERMAN DOES NOT ACT WITHOUT THINKING 

OVER THE EFFECT OF HIS AOITON — (169) 


COMMENT AH Y. 

How could such a Person be listened to by intelligent men,— being 
more ignorant and stupid than even such common people as the fisherman 
and the hke Buddhimalta ' stands for intelligence — Shanaha ’ is the 
fisherman — (109) 

This objection against the ‘ Spirit ’ should be taken as rejecting all those 
' creators '—Shaun and the rest,— who have been postulated • by other 
people —This is what is shown m the following Text — 

TEXT (170) 

< Shaun ’ (Visnu), * the Self-bokn ’ (Brahma), and others who have 
been assumed to be the creators (of the world)— all 
become actually rejected by the above 
reasonings — (170) 


COMMENTARY. 

.Shaun' is Visnu , 'Self -horn’ is Brahma,- 1 and others' is meant 
to include" intelligent Time >, which also is postulated by some people 

[ There is a lacuna in the Text here ) 


End of the Chapter on 


• Spirit ' as the Creator 



CHAPTER VII. 

Doctrine of the ‘Self’ {Soul). 
SECTION (A). 

According to the Nyaya-Vaishesika School. 


TESTS (171-176). 

OTHERS AGAIN POSTULATE THE ‘SELF’ (SoTJL) AS THE SUBSTRATUM OF 
BESIBE AND THE BEST, -WHICH, BY ITSELF, IS NOT OF THE N ATTIRE OF 

Consciousness, but is eternal and all-pervasive ;-it is the doer 

of GOOD AND BAD AOTS AND THE ENJOYER OF THE FRUIT OF THESE , 
K IS ‘ CONSCIOUS NOT BY TTSELF, BUT THROUGH THE PRESENCE OF 
Consciousness, -the presence of Cognition, Effort, etc as also 
the CHARACTER OF BEING THE ‘DOER’ IS ATTRIBUTED TO TT ITS 

being the ‘Enjoyer’ (Expbriencer) consists in the subsistence 

in IT OF THE FEELINGS OF PLEASURE, PAIN AND THE LIKE ; — CONTACT 
-wrra PHYSICAL BODY AND WITH SPECIAL UNPRECEDENTED COGNITIONS 
AND FEELINGS IS CALLED ITS ‘BIRTH’ , AND DISSOCIATION FROM THESE 
sura AS TAKEN UP BEFORE IS CALLED US ‘ DEATH ’ , ITS ‘ REBIRTH ’ 
CONSISTS IN BECOMING EQUIPPED WITH A BODY AND MIND, UNDER THE 
INFLUENCE OF MERIT AND DEMERIT. It IS ASSUMED TO BE HURT BY 
THE HURTING OF ITS BODY, EYES AND THE BEST ; SO THAT THOUGH IT IS 
ETERNAL, THE SAID PROCESS (OF BIRTH AND REBIRTH) HAS BEEN HELD 
TO BE UNOBJECTIONABLE — (171-176). 


[There is a large lacuna here in Shdnlaralcsita’s Text tisdf ; as u clear 
from the following portions of KamalasKla’e Commentary, of which 
latter also, the earlier portions are wanting ] 


COMMENTARY 

[The existence of the Soul as the cogmser has been, asserted in the 
following words — “ All particular cognitions of such cogrusables as Substance, 
Quality and Action, which are comprised under ‘ Being ’, etc , — and also 
of Generality, Specific Individuality and Inherence, which are not comprised 
under ‘ Being, etc 1 — aU which cognitions are perceptional or inferential 
or analogical or verbal or occult (astrological, etc ) or intuitional (e g 
my brother will come to-morrow’) or doubtful or wrong or dreamy or 
dream-cognition, — are apprehended by a cogmser distinct from my body, 
etc , (a) because their origination is dependent upon their own causes, — 
(i>) because they are ‘ general ’ and ‘ particular — (e) because they are of 
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tho nature of Consciousness, — (d) because they are very quickly destructible, 

(e) bocauso thoy leave impressions, — (/) because they ore cognitions,— just 
like tho cognition of other persons , — the Jar and other things serving as 
tho Corroborativo Instance per dissimilarity ” 

Tho import of this comprehensive argument the Author sets forth 
(from tho Nyayn-standpoint) m the following Text — 


TEXT (177) 

“ Mr COGNITIONS ARE APPREHENDED BY A COGNISER DISTINCT FROM MY 

BODY, ETC, — BECAUSE THEY ARE COGNITIONS, — DIKE COGNITIONS 
OTHER THAN MINE —(177) 

COMMENTARY 

In tho phrase ‘ body, etc ’, the ‘ etc ’ includes the Intellect, Sense-organs 
and Feelings — ‘ Because they are cognitions — this also is only illustrative, 
tho other reasons also are meant, — such as ‘ having their origin dependent 
upon their own causes ’ and the rest (mentioned m the aforesaid compre- 
hensive statement) — (177) 

Shanlarasvamm (an old Nyaya-wnter) proves the existence of the 
Soul uv another manner — ‘‘ Desire and the rest must subsist in something,— 
because, while being entities, they are effects,— hke Colour, etc This 
argument is set forth in the following Text ■ 


TEXTS (178-179) 

“ ADD SUCH THINGS AS DESIRE AND THE REST MUST S “ " E ' 
THING , BECAUSE WILE BEING ENTITIES, THEY ARE EWEC 

ike Colour— This something is the Spirit (Soto) 

The presence op the qualifying phrase while 
being entities ’ saves the argument FROM being 

• UNTRUE ’ (FALLIBLE), IN REGARD TO DESTRUC- 
t10 N , BECAUSE THOUGH DESTRUCTION IS AN 
EFFECT (HAS A CAUSE), YET IT IS NOT AN 
‘entity '”-(178-179) 

COMMENTARY 

The words ‘the presence of the ™ 

the use of the phrase ‘ while being an entit. 

. , fo otovo the existence of the 

Uddyotakara, on the other han.^ ^ flre almost an exact 

Soul in the following manner [ 
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reproduction, of tlie words of the Nyayavartika on 1. 1. 10, page 70, also on 3 1 
I, page 340, Bib Ind Edn ] — “ Devadafcta’s cognitions of Colour, Taste, 
Smell and Touch must be due to one and to several causes, — because they 
are recalled as 1 mine — just like the simultaneous cognitions of several 
men who have come to an understanding among themselves, relating to 
the glances of the dancmg girl ” — The meaning of this is as follows — 
“ When several men have come to an understanding to the effect that ‘ when 
the dancmg girl casts her glances, we should throw clothes to her there 
are several cognitions, by several cogmsers, of the smgle object in the shape 
of the ‘ glances’, — and yet as the object cognised (the glances) is one only, 
each man recalls the cognition as ‘ X have Seen ’, ‘ I have seen ’ ; — in the 
same maimer, in the case in question also, the cognitions of several things 
would be recalled, on account of their cause (eogniser) being one only , and 
that one Cause is the Soul. — The ‘ recalling ’ of the cognitions also consists in 
their being grouped together m such expressions as ‘ It has been seen by 
me, heard by me and so forth, as due to their belonging to a single 
Cogmser In the ease of * the glances of the dancmg girl ’ however, what 
is meant to be stressed is only the fact of the cognised object (not the Cogmaer) 
bemg one In all cases however the fact of the ‘ recalling ’ remains, whereby 
several cognitions become associated with a smgle entitv ” 

This argument of Uddyolalxtm ' s is set forth m the following Text : 


TEXTS (180-181). 

‘ All cognitions of Colour, etc. should be regarded as having 

ONE AND ALSO SEVERAL CAUSES,— BECAUSE THEY ARE RECALLED 

BY THE NOTION OF ‘ BEING COGNISED by me ’ , JUST 

LIFE THE COGNITIONS OF SEVERAL MEN REGARDING 

the glances of the dancing girl If it 

WERE OTHERWISE, THERE COULD BE NO ‘RE- 
CALLING AS THERE WOULD BE NO BASIS 
FOR IT ”—(180-181) 


COMMENTARY 

This is easily understood — (180-181) 

an0ther argument P ut forward by the same writer 
XvumrtZj '~f^ argUm6nt 18 £ound sst forth ’ “i different words, m the 
yayaturtila, under 3.1 19, page 368, Bib Ind Edition, see also page 3401- 

aggregatHf Bod nms ‘ be oppressive of something different from the 
Is f Zl °Lf * So^o-organs, Mind, Intellect and Feelings, -because it 

latter 8 i v WhJ6 b6mg dlstmot fr° m the well-known synonyms of these 
latterv-Uke such terms as « Jar ’ and the like ” eSS 

This argument is set forth m the following Text — 
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TEXTS (182-183) 

“ The term ‘ atman ’ (Soul) must be expressive op something distinct 

PROM THE AGGREGATE OP INTELLECT, SENSE-ORGAN'S AND THE REST, 

— BECAUSE IT IS HELD TO BE A SINGLE TERM, WHILE BEING 
DIFFERENT PROM THE WELL-KNOWN SYNONYMS OP THOSE 
TEEMS , — WHATEVER IS DEFINITELY KNOWN AS FUL- 
FILLING THESE CONDITIONS IS ALWAYS QUALIFIED 
BY THE SAID PROPERTY , AS IS FOUND IN THE 
CASE OF TEE TERM ‘ CLOTH ’ ” — (182-183) 

COMMENTARY. 

Being different from the well-known synonyms , — 1 e such terms as ‘ (tin ’ 
(which is a sonynym of ‘ buddhi ’) and the rest, which are well-known 
synonyms of the term * Buddhi ’ , the term ‘ Soul ’ is distinct from all 
these syonyms — Whatever is definitely known, etc — le which is different 
from well-known synonyms and is yet a single word, — is always qualified 
by the said property, — 1 e is always characterised by the quality of being 
expressive of something distinct from Intellect and the rest — (182-183) 

The same writer has also adduced a negative Reasoning m proof of the 
Soul— “This living body is not Soul-less, because if it were so, it would 
have to be regarded ns devoid of the functions of Breathing, etc , like the 
Jar and such things ” 


TEXT (1 84) 

“This living body would be devoid of breathing and other 
funoixons, — -because it would be Soul-less,— luce the ar 
Hence it cannot be Soul-less (184) 

COMMENTARY 

1 O , I— , „ the Living Body cannot be without a Soul 
It cannot be Sou - > , the goul cannot be non- 

— e^at i its existence is — ^ 

An regards the ^^dr^Cng 

the Soul are to be proved, ^ smo0 my birth must have had 

argument The &st oogmtlon ^mediately after my coming 

the same cogmser who had cognitions, — like my first 

out of my mother’s womh.-because they are^y ^ ^ ^ ^ 

cognition -The Ba ^““ ere LaI reasomng that proves the eternal, ty 
experiences also —l™ 3 18 

° f ^“Irgument is set forth » the following Text 
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TEXT (185) 

•<Aw subsequent cognitions are apprehended by that same 

C0GE1SEB 'WHO APPREHENDED THE FIRST COGNITION IMME- 
DIATELY OH BIRTH, — BEOAHSE THEY ABE MY COGNI- 
TIONS,— LIKE THAT FIRST FORERUNNER OR 
rrrmft-R COGNITIONS — ( 18 »>) 


C03DIEXTARY 

like the first forerunner, etc -re the first forerunner of all subsequent 
cognitions — (185) 

In proof of the omnipresence of the Soul, the same writer sets forth 
the following argument— "The Earth, Water, Air and Mind which are 
things under dispute, are at a distance from my Soul, and yet they are ra 
contact with that Soul,— (o) because they have material form,— (b) because 
they have velocity,— (c) because they have priority and posteriority,— (d) 
because they are associated with, and dissociated from, each other,— just 
like my own. body ’’ ■ 

This argument is set forth m the following Text . — 


TEXT (186) 

"Earth and the rest, even though existing at a brace remote 

FROM ME, ARE YET CONNECTED WITH MY SOUL, — BECAUSE THEY 
HAVE A MATERIAL FORM, ETO , — JUST T.TKE MY OWN 
BODY ” — (186) 

' COMMENTARY. 

The next Text sums up the arguments of the protagonists of the Soul • — 


TEXT (187) 

“ Thus the existence, eternawty and omnipresence of the Soul 

BEING DEFINITELY PROVED, — IT BECOMES ESTABLISHED THAT 
NOTHING IS SOUL-LESS.” — (187) 


COMMENTARY. 

The following Text proceeds to answer the above arguments (of the up- 
holders of the Soul) — 
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TEXT (188) 

AS REGARDS THE FIRST ARGUMENT THAT BAS SEEN PUT FORWARD IT IS 
OPEN TO THE CHARGE OP 1 PROVING WHAT IS ALREADY ADMITTED “ 

(Futile) , as the apprehensibility op your cognition 
by the Omniscient Person and others is already 
ADMITTED (BY US) —(188) 

COMMENTARY 

The first argument, —i e the one set forth in Text 177— “My cognitions 
are apprehended by a Cogwser, etc ” —Tins is futile , inasmuch as we already 
admit the fact that your cognitions are apprehended by a Cogmser other than 
your body, etc , — in the person of the Omniscient Being, as also by the 
Shr5.val.as and Pratyelabuddhas and other thought-readers (188) 

As regards the instance per sinulai tip cited in the same argument— 
“like the cognitions of other persons ”,— it is one that is 'devoid of the 
Probandum (i e the character meant to be proved is not present in it) — 
Tins is shou n in the following Text — 


TEXT (189) 

Whenever Consciousness appears, it appears in its own form, 

INDEPENDENTLY OF ANY OTHER ‘ ILLUMINATOR ’ , SO ALSO THE 
* COGNITION OF OTHER PERSONS ’ ,— HENCE YOUR INSTANCE 
IS DEVOID OF THE PROBANDUM — (189) 

COMMENTARY 

Inasmuch as the ‘ cognition of other persons 1 also appears in its own 
form, independently of any other 1 illuminator V-“tlns instance that you 
have cited is devoid of the Probandum, — i e devoid, of the character that 
19 sought to be proved, — viz that of * being apprehended by a Oogmsor 
distinct from the Body and the rest * — (189) 

It might be argued that — “it is not mere Cognition of another person 
that is meant to be the Corroborative Instance, but that particular cognition 
which appears m the form of the thing concerned " 

The answer to this is supplied in the following Text — 


TEXT (190) 

Even if the instance meant be that cognition which is cognised 

AS TINGED BY THE FORM of THE THING CONCERNED,— it WOULD 
BE DOUBTFUL IN REGARD TO ANOTHER COGNITION (190) 


COMMENTARY. 

Even so with reference to that cagmt.on which does appear m its own 
form without^ ' eogmt.on of another person -there would bo doubts 
S^ding to Probans c^d, which, therefore, would remain inconchiswe . 
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, v , -w. “ the said Cognition also must bo apprehended by 
a Co^T^erl from **M«) TTZZto'* 

— - — 

tVm) L here also (1) - there would be not , ? *J*£? SSI 
of the Probanda, the negative ^^onld be an 

W as it - involve cognition after hod 

be necessary to carry on a senes of Cognitions, which would toko up the 

6n “ trT the ‘infinite regress', some one cognition were accepted 
as appearing by itself, — then that one caso Mould render doubtful and 
inconclusive the whole set of Reasons cited, -in the form ‘being liable 
to appearance and disappearance’ and the rest Further, in “ » 
why should there he any aversion to the acceptance of the self-cognisabihtj 
of other cognitions also,— on the basis of that aaid one cognition ’—If (>n order 
to avoid this difficulty) it he held that the said one cognition is one whose 
form is not cogmsed at all even so, that cognition not being ‘ un-proven 
the entire set of cognitions preceding it would be ‘ not proven having 
their appearance not manifested , and as a consequence of this, the object (of 
cognition) also would be ‘not proven ’ —Further, as regards the opinion of 
the Idealists,— under which all Cognitions are self -manifested, on account of 
their being no ‘ Cogmser 1 of Cognisable things, and aro not manifested by 
any other Cognition, — the defect m the Opponent’s reasoning, of 'being 
devoid of the Probandum ’ would remain absolutely unshaken 

In the same manner it may be pointed out that the other reasons — 
‘having its birth dependent upon Causes’ and the rest, — are open to the 
objection of being 1 Futile ’ and bo forth 

(In the opening lines of the Commentary on 171-176, above, it has been 


asserted by the Kaiyayila that “ ail particular cognitions of such cognisables 
as are die objects of Being, etc etc "] , — herein the qualification that has 
been added to the subject of the Reasoning, is, as before, absolutely useless , 
as in the matter of proving the Probandum m question, they do not render 
anv help at all Because what is there that does not become included under 
the subject thus qualified ’ — since all my perceptional and other cognitions 
are declared to be apprehended by a cogni6er other than the Body, sense-organs 
and the rest. Even if a distinction were made on the basis of some cognitions 
being perceptional ’ and some 1 inferential ’ and so on, — any distinction m 
regard to the Subject itself would be useless ; as all cognitions would have 
become included under the term ' my cognitions — in or even for the opposite 
party is any such qualified Subject known ; hence the Reasons put forward 
are devoid of a substratum —If it ib the ease that by settmg up a useless 
qualification, another reason is put forward for the proving of the said sub- 
stratum,— then the reasoner beoomes subject to the ‘Clincher’ of ‘Arthan- 
fow , Irrelevancy ’—by reason of settmg up something entirely unconnected 
with the thing under consideration — (190) 

10 
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TEXTS (191-192) 

If (by the argument set forth under Text 178), it is sought to be 

PROVED THAT DESIRE AND THE REST MUST SUBSIST Somewhere, 

— AND THAT THE * CAUSE ’ ONLY CAN BE SUCH A SUBSTRATUM, 

— YOU SEEK TO PROVE WHAT IS ALREADY ACCEPTED BY US 

If however it is the Receptacle (or Container) 

THAT IS MEANT BY YOU TO BE THE ' SUBSTRATUM ’ (OF 

Desire, etc ), — then also the assuming of a 

‘ RECEPTACLE ’ FOR WHAT IS IMMOBILE IS 
ABSOLUTELY USELESS — (191-192) 


COMMENTARY 

It lias been argued (under Text 178, above) that “Desire, etc must 
subsist soraeu here ”, if, by tins, all that is meant to be proved is that only 
the Cause is the substratum of Desire, etc , then the effort is futile , because 
we also do not regard Desire, etc to be without cause , as is clear from our 
declaration that ‘ the mind and the mental phenomena are brought about by 
four etc ’ 

1 Panhatpyate ' — assorted, meant 

If the ‘ substratum ’ you seek to prove is m the form of a ’ container * 
(Receptacle), — then what is asserted being annulled by Inference, there 
can be no invariable concomitance between that and the Proban6 put for, 
ward —This is what is shown by the words — 4 If hou-ever it ?s the Seceptacle, 
etc I e the receptacle of the Desire, etc It might be possible to postulate 
such a 4 Receptacle ’ for things with material forms, which are capable of 
moving about,— for whom the 4 Receptacle 4 would save them from falling 
down those things however which, like Pleasure and the rest, are immobile 
(and immaterial) can never fall down, and under the circumstances, what 
would any such thing as the 4 Soul ’ do for them, whereby it w ould be their 
‘receptacle ’ 5 (101-192) 

Obiechon— “ When the Jujube-fru.t and other things are placed in 

a» »» «■ " 

The answer to this is provided m the following Te 

TEXT (193) 

*- n* - «— 

” > — — * 

SPECIFIC CHANGES \lvo) 

CO^DIEXTAHY 

‘Because they serve to obstruct because they bring about 

wrth the view that things are not momentary , 
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specific changes , — this is in accordance with the view that things are momen- 
tary , a3 the ‘ changes ’ meant here are those that are brought about on the 
same spot where the constituent cause existed — Both these lands of * recep- 
tacle ’ are impossible m the case of Desire and the rest , hence there can 
be no ‘ receptacle ’ for these. — (193) 

Under the argument urged above (in Text 178) the phrase ‘while being 
entities’ has been introduced as a qualification , — this qualification is 
absolutely useless , as there is nothing that it can serve to exclude This 
is what is pointed out in the following Text — r- 


TEXT (194) 

It is not reasonable to regard ‘ Destruction which is formless, 
as a * Product ’ , hence the qualification mentioned 
in the reasoning of the other party is 

ENTIRELY USELESS — (194) 


COMMENTARY 

If Destruction could be of the nature of a ‘ Product then the qualifica- 
tion ‘ being an entity’ would serve the purpose of excluding that, as a 
matter of fact however, as it is a non-entity, causes cannot do anything to it , 
how then could it have a Cause * This reasoning may be formulated as 

follows — That which is a non-entity cannot be the product of anything, 

eg the ‘ Hare’s Homs ’, — Destruction is a non-entity , — hence to speak of 

it as having a cause would be contrary to the said universal proposition 

If it were a product it would he an ‘ entity ’, like Pleasure, etc — This 
« ould be an argument against the reasoning of the other party 

Further, chat has been asserted also runs counter to your own doctrine 
For instance, the name and the idea of ‘ Product ’ is due— (a) to its acquiring 
its character, or (6) to its subsistence (manifestation) mits Material Cause, or (c) 
to the subsistence therein of < Being ’ {existence) .-Destruction is not possessed 
o is c laracter of Substance, etc , hence it cannot subsist m its Material 

ml’ n ° r ’ f ° r thS Sam ® reasotl > can ‘ Bei “g ’ (Existence) subsist m it 
destruction), f or the simple reason that it has no form (wherein the 

it WO C ° uid subsisfc )- d Were otherwise, then, like Substance, etc., 
. “ a SG b ® ‘ contained ’ m a receptacle, and be an ‘ Entity ’ also - 
“ ZZ’ f COu!d n0t be e * cluded by the qualification m question , hence 
9 fication ‘ bemg entities ’ — is absolutely useless — (194) 

abovf h6 QrSUment put {orward b y the Opponent under Text 180 

■ *■ cogmtions ° f « — - j 

etc the Author urges as follows . — 
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TEXTS (195-196) 

Tjie ‘ recalling ’ or such notions as ‘nr me (seen, heard) etc 

MUST BE DUE TO PERTURBATIONS OF IGNORANCE , AS SUCH NOTIONS 
OF THE ONE-NESS OF THE AGENT (PEECEIVER) ARE FOUND 
TO APPEAR ALSO IN CONNECTION TOTH ALL MOMENTARY 

things From this false assumption, it cannot be 

RIGTIT TO DEDUCE ANY CONCLUSION REGARDING THE 
TRUE STATE OF THINGS SPECIALLY AS EVEN THINGS 
THAT ABE DIVERSE BY SEASON OF THE DIVERSITY 
or I HEIR POWERS BECOME THE BASIS OF AN 
EFFECT CONCEIVED OF AS one — (195-198) 


COMMENTARY 


‘ Seen by me and heard by me, etc etc ’, — the ‘ recalling m the 
■ associating ' of several such cognitions, has been put forward as the 
reason for their having a single Cause (in the shape of the ‘ Son! ’) But 
this reason is 1 inconclusive ’ , — as even m regard to momentary tilings, such 


‘ recalling ’ is possible through the false assumption of their being due to a 
single Cogniser Hence it cannot be right to deduce any conclusion regarding 
tho true nature of things from tlio fact of such * recalling 

Question—" In what way do your Moments (Momentary entities) 
come to be tho cause of the said Recalling (of Cognitions) ? 

Answer— By reason of the diversity of their powers, etc ,—i e by reason 
of the peculiarity of its pon era,— the tiling which is many (diverse) becomes the 
■ basis eause-of such single effects being recalled m one form , as 
is found in the case of such medicines of fever as MMiri the ' 
all which IS going to be explained m detail later on— (195-19b) 


Question — “ How is it ascertained that the notion in question is wrong ? 
The answer is provided in the follow mg Test 


TEXT (197) 

r 

“cause -THEN ANY ORDER OF SEQUENCE AMONG SUCH EFFECTS 

Cause would be always there ( 

COMMENTARY 
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— then any order of sequence among such cognitions u ould be incongruous , 
as the efficient Cause being present, all the effects should appear simul- 
taneously, specially as the eternal Cause cannot need the help of am tiling 
else , for the simple reason that it cannot be helped by anj thing else — (197) 

Further, if what is meant to prove is merely the fact of the cognitions 
being ‘ preceded by a Cause ’, then the effort is futile , — this is « hat is shou n 
m the following Text — 


TEXT (198) 

Inasmuch as the appearance of Six Cognitions out of a single 
preceding Cognition is clearly recognised simultaneously, 

— WHAT YOUR ARGUMENT PROVES IS ADMITTED (BY US) (19S) 


COMMENTARY 

From a single preceding Cognition , — out of a single Cognition immediately 
preceding them,— there is an appearance of Six Cognitions, through the Eve 
and other organs, — which * appearance ’ is cleaily recognised For instance, 
at the time that a man sees the complexion of the dancing girl, he oho h ears 
the Sound of the drum and other musical accompaniments, smells the 
odour of the Lotus and other fragrant things, tastes the Camphor and other 
things, feels also the wind emanating from the fans, and thinks of taking up 
us clothes It cannot be right to say that his vision appears to be such 
because it moves quickly, like the n lurhng fire-brand For if it were so, then 
, “ a PP 9a ™ ncKi would be vague and dim To explain ,— it is on the basis of the 
recalling of all these perceptions (through the several vSense-organs) that you 
explain the feeling that the whole lot of the perceptions appears in a smgle 
l,rf m 10n ’ * ° Ret!aUmg to ° w done through Remembrance and Kemem- 
s ,„; 'T ^ a<! 14 does ’ to past, is always indistinct , — while the 
ngle Cogmticn of Colour and the rest is found to be quite distinct —Further, 

enumt.r^ 6 ° S , U , G ex P resslons ® s ‘ saro-rasa ’, there is an appearance of the 
m tli « nS fia ,' C y a PP re h en dmg the 1 sa ’ and other letter-sounds , so that 
«0UH r f r° be the ° f 0 Cogmt.on , and there 

this is " ° t re ’i, 6 n ° ldea ° f an ‘ V order of ,et J uence among them — All 
has merelv S a \ ®fP lamed later 011 . m the present context the Text 
doct“; r )l { 1 9j 0ated thS hn6S ° f th ° refUtatl ° n ( ° f the Opponent’s 

Cause 1 prDVe 18 the Iact of the Cogmtions having a smgle 

i V ha " ng f ° r th6ir CauSa a Eternal and 

Ill's is M h„t Ja y0 ” Prel “ S? ‘ S ° ne that ls anmd,ed Inference - 
llat 15 shown in the following Text — 
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TEXT (199) 

That things appearing consecutively, one after the other, .cannot 

HAVE ONE AND THE SAME CAUSE, HAS JUST BEEN POINTED OUT. 

For this reason, herein the (Opponent’s) Premiss 

ASSERTING THE INVARIABLE CONCOMITANCE IS FOUND 
TO BE CLEARLY ANNULLED BY INFERENCE — (199) 

COMMENTARY 

' Just been pointed out,' — in Text 197 

Tlio * annulment ’ is m the following manner — Things whose causes — 
efficient and untrammelled, — are present, must be produced simultaneously , 
— e g Sprouts and such other effects, whose causal paraphernalia is complete, 
appear at one and the same time , — Devadatta’s cognitions of Colour and 
such objects have tlieir Causes — efficient and untrammelled, present , this is 
a reason based upon the nature of things — As a matter of fact however they 
never appear simultaneously , hence the conclusion is wrong (199) 

The following Text proceeds to show that the Corroborative Instance 
also is ‘ devoid of the Probandum ’ — 


. TEXT (200) 

As TOR THE ‘ GLANCE OF THE DANCING GIRL ’, FT IS NOT REALLY A SINGLE 
ENTITY , IN FACT VC IS MADE UP OF SEVERAL MINUTE PARTICLES , 

AND ITS ‘ ONE-NESS ’ IS ONLY ASSUMED —(200) 

COMMENTARY 

- Such things as the ‘ glance of the Dancing Girl > ore not Single entities , 

they are, in reality, an aggregate , of several be ken of 
Question— "If that is so, then how do they come 

as one 1 ’’ , 

Answer— Its one-ness is only assumed —(200) 

Question—" What is the basis of this assumption ? ” 

The answer comes m the following Text 

TEXT (201) 

„ » » » ™» >» *■ " 

> Tv SOMETHING LIKE THIS IS wuai 

TO **•, ■»» ■» 

1VHAT IS ALREADY ADMITTED) — (2UI) 

commentary 

, .. B T) anem g Girl’ is used for the purpose of 

Because the ‘ glance o 8^ y isu al Cognition,— therefore, 

bringing about the single effect # 
even though diverse, it is spoken of as 
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It might ha urged hy the .Opponent-" It is just such a Ptohandure, of 
iv inch the one-ness is assumed, that we mean, so that the Oorroborati 
Instance cannot be said to be • devoid of the Prohandum 

The answer to this is that — if something like this is what you desire to prate, 
then it involves the fallacy of ‘ futility ’, ‘ proving what is already prot ed , 
as (accordmg to us) several Impressions appearing consecutively do form 
the objects of the apprehension of several things, which go to make up a 
single Cognition —(201) 


Under Text 182, it has been argued that “ the term ‘ soul ’ is expressive 
of s om et hin g distinct from the aggregate of Intellect, Sense-organs and t e 
rest ” — Tins is answered in the following Text 


TEXTS (202-204) 

In the case of synonyms, — such as ‘ buddhi ‘ chitta ’ and the 

BEST, — WE FIND THAT THOUGH EACH OF THEM IS A SINGLE TERM, YET 
IT DOES NOT EXPRESS A THING DIFFERENT (FROM THAT EXPRESSED BY 

OTHERS) HENCE YOUR REASON IS ‘ INCONCLUSIVE ’ “ BUT A 

QUALIFICATION (IN THE FORM * AS APART FROM RECOGNISED 

SYNONYMS’) HAS BEEN ADDED ” OUR ANSWER TO THAT IS 

THAT THE QUALIFICATION IS NOT * ADMITTED \ AS THE FACT 
REMAINS THAT THE ‘ SOUL ’ IS SYNONYMOUS WITH ‘ CON- 
SCIOUSNESS ’ , as re is Consciousness itself, as the 
SUBSTRATUM OF ‘ I-CONSCIOUSNESS THAT IS SPOKEN 

of as the ‘ Soul ’ All this has been said 

BY US ON THE BASIS OF ‘ ILLUSORY CONCEP- 
TION ’ , IN REALITY, THERE IS NOTHING THAT 
IS- DENOTED BY THE TERM IN QUESTION 

(‘ Soul ’) -(202-204) 

COMMENTARY 

The reason — ‘ because it is a single term ’ — is ‘ inconclusive ’ — Because 
m the ease of such synonyms as (tr) ‘buddhi’, ‘chitta’, ‘ ghdna \ — as (6) 
mdriya ‘aksa’, — as (c) ‘ vedana’ and ‘chitta’, — as (<f) ‘ Lay a ’ and 
sharira ’, — winch are denotative of (a) Intellect, (b) Sense-organs, (c) 
Cognition, end [d) Body, — accordmg to our view, the character of denoting 
distinct things is not present, though each term is ‘ one ’ , hence no preclusion 
from the contrary of the Prohandum being possible, the Reason must be 
‘ inconclusive ’ 

Sms the Opponent — “It is because we suspected this that in our 
argument we added the qualification, ‘ apart from well-recognised synonyms ’, 
to our Reason , how then can it be Inconclusive ’ ” 

The answer to tins is as follows — This qualification of the Reason is 
one that is ' not admitted ’ — “ How ? ” — Because the fact remains that the 
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‘ Soul ’ is the synonym, of ‘ Consciousness ’ As it has been declared (by the 
other party) that — -“ It is Consciousness itself which, as the substratum of 
I -consciousness , is spoken of as 1 Soul ’ *’ , m this quotation ‘ upacharyatS ’ 
stands for the phrase is spoken of in common parlance It is for this reason 
that what Vddyotakara has said, regarding the ‘ figurative use ’ not being 
right where the ‘ direct use ’ is possible, — should be taken as being due to his 
ignorance of what is meant This is what is made clear by the term 1 giyate ’ 
(is spoken of) Hence the Reason has a qualification that is ' unproven 
inadmissible 

Whatever we have said regarding the ‘ inconclusiveness ’ of the Reason 
so far is on the basis of ‘ Illusory Conception ’ — admitting, for the sake of 
argument, the fact of there being something denoted (by the term 1 Soul ’) , — 
if what is sought to be proved is the fact of the term 1 Soul ’ being really 
denotative of something distinct from Intelligence and the rest,— then the 
Reason put forward is a highly improper one, the premiss (invariable 
concomitance) on which it is based being annulled by Inference — This is what 
is shown by the Text in the words — 1 all this has been said, etc’ , — that is, as a 
matter of fact, all verbal usage is based upon a conceptual imposition of its 
connection nith tilings ,— this is going to be explained later on Thus 
then, m reality, there is nothing that is denoted by the term 1 Soul , and 
under the circumstances, how could there be any invariable concomitance 
between the said Reason and the Probandum (the character sought to be 
proved) ? — (202-204) 

The following Text proceeds to show that even with the sold qualifica- 
tion, the Reason remains ‘ inconclusive ’ — 


TEXT (205) 

THE Reason is found to be False also, when, for instance, 
names, such as ‘ Kdrala ’ (Active Agent), and the 

LIKE, ABE APPLIED TO THINGS LIKE THE SKN- 

lotus ’ — (205) 

COMMENTARY 

r . Kara La’, is applied to sucli non-ent, tics as the 

Wien a name, such as Karat* ■ “ 1S a non C nt,t; \ ulicro 

‘ Sky-lotus ’ (rn such expressions a ‘ Nominative’),— then, according 

the ‘ Sky-lotus’ may ° S P° ^ al30 ^trnct from terms denoting the 

to both parties, the term is one term does not consist of a thing 

•SZZt&TE- l _ - -a - ■— 

sive ’ — (205) 

Qualim * — “ How „ «- “ ~ 

^ ThJ » Bupphed m the following Text - 
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TEXT (206) 

[Tee use of] Teems being based entirely on Convention,— what 

IS THEBE TO WHICH THEY CANNOT BE APPLIED s — lx THE CASE 
OF TEEMS LIKE ‘ SOUL ’ ALSO, THERE IS NOTHING IX 
THEIR VERY XATHRE WHICH IS EXPRESSIVE Or 
ANYTHING —(206) 


COMMENTARY. 


* Convention ’ proceeds from the independent desire of men (to give a 
certain name to a certain thing) , and Terms also are expressive of that 
alone , wherefore then could there be any restriction of their use ’ 

If the meaning of the Opponent’s Reason be that “ because it is an 
mtcom-endonal single term”, — and by that means its Inclusiveness be sought 
to be avoided, — then the answer is — In the case of terms Me ‘ Soul ’, etc — 


that is, apart from Convention, terms, by their nature, are not oppressive 
of anything , for, if it were so, then even unlearned persons (not conversant 
wtth Convention) could understand the meaning of words , there would aho 
be no independent instruction as to the meanmg of words , also because 
all Convention would, in that case, be useless Brom all tins it follows 
that such terms as Soul ' and the like, by their nature, are not expressive 
of anything , so that the Reason put forward is ‘unproven ’, 1 Inadmissible’ 

If (in order to avoid these difficulties) it be sought to add a further 
qualification to the effect that * it has for its objective a cognisable tiling 
which is included under a category which cannot be specified as lias been 
asserted by Bhamieka , — even so, inasmuch as such a qualification would be 
unproven’, the Reason itself would be ‘Inadmissible’.— as also* In- 
conclusive’, on account of the absence of the necessary invariable 
concomitance — (206) 


It has been argued above (under Text 184) that 
would be devoid of Breathing, etc , if there were no Soul 
that is provided m the following Text — 


“The living body 
” — The answer to 


(207-208) 

co r c r E r THAT BAS been toged "would be right if the 

n Qm . ETWEES the FUNCTIONS OF BREATHING, ETC AND THE 
WERE WELL-ESTABLISHED, otherwise, it WOULD BE 
hbd or instance, the absence of the ‘ Son of 

E AEEEIf ^’OMAN ’ CANNOT MAKE THE LIVING BODY 

devoid of Breathing, etc And your urging of 
the contingency in question is of the 
SAME KIND — (207-208) 

COMMENTARY 

.. =,:xr- 
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established, then there would be some reason for urging the contingency 
that the absence of the Soul would involve the absence of Breathing, etc 
Otherwise, the urging of the absence of one thing on the absence of another 
thing not connected with it at all, n ould be absurd Certainly the absence 
of 1 the Son of the Barren Woman ’ does not entail the absence of Bieathing 
etc Hence, if someone were to put forward the contingency of absence 
of Breatlung, etc as due to the absence of the ' Son of the Barren Woman ’, 
— like that of the Jar, — tins would be entirely 1 inconclusive’ , in the same 
nay your argument putting forward the contingency of Breathing, etc 
being absent on account of the absence of thB Soul is purely “ inconclusive \ 
for the simple reason that no connection is known {to subsist between 
Breathing, etc and the Soul) — (207-208) 

Question — 11 How do you know that the connection is not known ? ” 

Answer — 


TEXTS (209-210) 

The Breathing, etc cannot be of the same nature as the Soul, as 

A DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THEM HAS BEEN ADMITTED , NOB IS THE 
RELATION OF CaTTSE AND EFFECT POSSIBLE BETWEEN THE 
TWO, AS IN THAT CASE, THEBE WOULD BE SIMULTANEITY , 

THUS THEN, ON THE ABSENCE OF THE SOUL, WITH 
WHICH THEY HAVE NO CONNECTION,— WHY SHOULD 

the Breaths — Upward, Downward and the 
BEST, — DEPART BBOM THE BODY (209-210) 


commentary 

« Between the two ,*_j e between the Soul and Breathing, etc , there cannot 
subsist the relation of being oj the same nature , because the 
admits the nature of the two to be different -Nor on _tta relation 
the two be one of being produced from iw. because (if fee > Sou nem the 

there is no connection possible Thus the , g still 

with the Soul, why should they » T^ni m that for tins 

endowed with Life 1-They can never Inconc ,„sivc ’ 

reason, the Reason pit forward 3 f Sou ] w hich have been 

By this same argument M. «**. 

put forward by the other P ar 5> _^ hou id be understood to bo 

Pleasure, Pam, Cognition conn60t ion between the»o and the 

rejected , on the solo groundof there g __ W hon certain th.ngs arc 

not related (by concomitance) u 7 ^ thc hne of cranes cannot be 

regarded u md, eater. »I '*■'* J f^ r ,td Breell.wj, «• ■”> 

ssr issi* - 8 “"*' 
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not fulfilled by these — The Probans her© put forward cannot be said to be 
‘ unproven ’ , as it has been already proved that neither of the two forms of 
relation is present in the case — -Nor can the Probans be said to be 1 Incon- 
clusive ’ , for, if the Probans were so, then all things would be indicators of 
all things — Nor can the Probans be said to be ‘ Contradictory ’ , as it is 
actually found to be present wherever the Probandum is present 

The other party has also asserted that “ from the knowledge of the 
Instrument follows the knowledge of the Operator (of the Instrument) ” — 
This however is * not-proved * Because it has not been proved that the 
Eye and other organs are ‘ specific instruments ’ (of specific cognitions), in 
reality , as in the producing of cognitions the * causal efficiency ’ of all tho 
organs is equal , and because any such distinction as that between the 
Instrument ’ and the ‘ Operator * is purely arbitrary — If what is sought 
to be proved is only the fact of the Soul being tbe operator, then the argument 
is superfluous , because we have never denied the presence of the conceptual 
(assumed) Operator If the Reason be intended to prove the real Operator, 
then it is Inconclusive 1 , as the Eye and other organs have never been 
found to be invariably concomitant with any such real Operator — (209-210) 

It lias been argued (in Text 185) that “ all subsequent cognitions are 
apprehended by that same Cogmser who apprehended the first Cognition 
immediately on birth, etc etc ” —This is answered m the following — 


TEXT (211)' 

Thus the existence of the ‘ Sotjl ’ not being proved by any of 

THE PROOFS (PUT FORWARD), THE INSTANCES THAT HAVE BEEN 
CITED OF ‘ ETEKNAEECY ’ AND ‘ OMNIPRESENCE ’ BECOME 
‘ DEVOID OF THE PROBANDUM ’ — (211) 

COMMENTARY. 

bodv^an T nmt Clt6d ^ lnstances of ‘ first cognition ’ and * my 
of tL’soul L’ rr ^ ' devoid the Probandum ’, — as the existence 
1 inconclusive --(SH) P™ved -Consequently the Probans is clearly 

a § am ™w of 

TEXT (212). 

0TH BECA^r cT D TEAT TEE ' S °^’ K PERCEPTION ; 

S ® r-COKSCIOUSNESS IS SELF-COGNISABLE, AND THE 

RMS THE OBJECT OF THAT COHSCIOBSKESS — (212) 
COMatENTAKY. 

tw th^ notion of ‘I^hich FT0 / ed by Perce P tlorl itself; 

Won of I , which is independent of any remembrance 
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of the connection between an Inferential Indicative and that which has that 
Indicative, is of the nature of ‘ Perception — like the cognition of Colour 
and other things Of this notion of ‘ I Colour, etc do not form the object > 
as what appears in that notion is different from the cogmtion of Colour, etc ’ 
hence the object of that notion must be totally different [and that is the 
Soul ) ” — [ Uddyotakarn has stated this view under 3 11, see Nyayavartila, 
p 345] 

This i ion is answered in the following texts — 


TEXTS (213-214) 

This is hot bight , because as a mattes, of fact, the form of ms 

‘ SOUI, ’ DOES NOT BECOME MANIFEST IN ‘ I-CONSOIOUSNESS ’ , 
THEREIN IS NOT PERCEIVED ANT MANIFESTATION OF ETERNAL- 

itt, Omnipresence and such properties (postulated of 

THE Soul.) , WHAT IS CLEARLY PRESENT THEREIN, ON 
THE OTHER HAND, IS THE ‘FAIR COMPLEXION ETC , 

and the * Soul ’ is not held to be of the nature 

OF THESE LATTER , — HENCE THE ' SOUL ’ CANNOT 
BE AN OBJECT OF ‘ I-CONSdOUSNESS ’ — ( 213-214 ) 


COMMENTARY 

The fact of ‘ I-consciousness * having the ‘ Soul ’ for its object cannot be 
regarded as proved , as the form of the * Soul ’ is not present in it This 
argument may be formulated as follows —When one thing is devoid of the 
form of another, it cannot have this latter for its object , e g Sound is not 
an objeot of visual perception ,— the notion of ‘I’ » devoid of the form 
of the Soul, hence if it were regarded as its object, it would be contrary tc 
the universal proposition stated above —That the Probans of tins argument 

,h^ **.•>*» » «. 

any manifestation of Etemahty and Omnipresence, etc e c 

the Soul is held to be eternal, omnipresent, intelligent and so forth , not the 

slightest manifestation of these characters is perceived in 

the manifestation that « perceived in * I-co^ne» ,s — 

with ‘ fair-complexion ’ and other conditions of the My, -ns iS a VP 

such expressions^ as ‘ I « 

with acute pam and so forth o th0 con git!ons of the Body, 

which is thus found to appear as connec e because 

envisages the Body Clearly present ,-it is said 

it is never found to fail following statement made b\ 

Tins argument serves^ ^ej^^ , Soul> „ figuratnely (m- 

XJddyotabira and others , t t, 6 j ocus of experience, — just 

a,„iw “ ih, E«i r wwh „ „i„, i 

l— ... - - — 
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spoken of as the ‘ Lion the notion of ‘ Lion ’ con ne\ or ho true m refer™ e 
to both the Boy and the Lion —It might, ho urged that “ (lie Bndi mid t lie 
Soul are actually spoken of ns distinct, m such expressions ns ‘ M\ both, ole. ’ , 
and to that extent, the said figurative attribution doe-, become fnhe ” 
But it is not so , as it might be possible to regard tho notion of * Soul ’ « ith 
regard to the Soul also as false, as in this connection also, op find Micl> 
expressions as ‘My Soul’, where there is a distinction made between the two. 
—If it be urged that “in this case the distinction is assumed”, — then the 
same may be said in regard to the other case also. 

“ Even if the expression 1 1 am fair ’ is used in its direct cense, w by 
should not the Soul be the object of this notion '' ” 

The answer is — The Soul is not held to be of the nature, etc — i e of the 
nature of ‘ fair-eomplexioned ’, etc , for the simple reason that it is not 

possible for the Soul to have any such qualities ns Colour and the like 

(213-214) 


It has been explained that it is not right to regard the ‘ Soul ’ ns 1 
the object of ‘ I-consciousness ’, because this latter is deioid of the form of 
the • Soul ’ The following Text proceeds to show that tho same cannot be 

tlwXXXT— m Uiat ca60there '' oa,dbe no dispute (between us and 
TEXT (215) 

Ii the Sore were ream* amenable to Perception, then ™ r 

EORE SHOW, THIS DISPUTE ARISE REGARDING ITS EXISTENCE 
AND OTHER THINGS l— (215) 

COMMENTARY 

nXoSi-S’r 6 reS “ d ‘ ng *•**"*• EM »>‘ 

BhieandotherTlL^lXXXpTrc ^ J ° U ’ °' Cn thou 8 h t)lf ‘ 


Tup -t 

' ^CONSCIOUSNESS ’ ALtVl vc v 

^ rEcoeOTTIO andeutweXTX^ T F0K11 0F A 

A MESE mte C^Zn lii re m 6 ^ A * D 

RELATION OP ‘ THE AnxUUt ^AYS THE 
ihe Annuller and the 
Annulled ’ — (216) 

r n is COMMENTARY 

- though they 

a d,Spute re garchng their 
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vtomcnUiraicss and other properties , because tho Perception of these things 
is nlnnis indeterminate (vague, undefined) in character, and as such not 
conducive to mn definitely certain cognition , and hence there can be no 
definitely cortain cognition of their momentanness and such other properties — 
In j our case how o\ or, it would not be right , because the notion of ‘ I ’ is well 
(Icfintpi and definite (according to you) and hence of the nature of a definitely 
certain cognition, — so that the notion of tho Soul also would be definitely 
certain , — and where a Hung 1ms been tho object of a definitely certain 
cognition, there can bo no room for any assumed conception to the contrary , 
b\ urtut* of winch nnv dispulo could arise , specially as when there are two 
coni mn notions, one must annul the other In fact, it is m the very nature 
of defimteh certain cognitions regarding their objects, that they bring about 
well-iisoertnmcd notions of their objects, so that, if they do not bring about 
the-.c w el [-ascertained notions, it follows that they do not apprehend the 
objects at all — (216) 

Having thus demolished tho Opponent’s doctrine, the Author proceeds 
to sot forth Ins own view i — 


TEXTS (217-218) 


Thus rr follows that Desire and all the rest cannot subsist in 
the ‘ Soul ’ .—because they appear successively,— like the 
' Seed— Sprout— Cheeper ’ —Or, all psychical (subjective) 
CONCEPTS MUST BE REGARDED AS HAVING THEIR FORMS 
OBSESSED BY ‘ ABSENCE OF SOUL ’, — BECAUSE OP SUCH 
REASONS AS ‘ BEING THINGS ’, ‘ BEING EXISTENT ’ 

AND SO FORTH,— JUST LIKE THE JAR AND 
OTHER EXTERNAL OBJECTS (217-218) 


COMMENTARY 

The argument . to 

not-Soul which is onis also 

° £ effects must be simultaneous 

when the cause is present m its perfeet orrn^ _ Tlungs that are endowed 

Or, -there is also a mor dn t ^ toeing mgm> an d so 

with tho character of lm**** ?^ ls found m the case of such 

forth, -all these are devoid of ti» objective (psychical) concepts 
fclungs as the Jar and the Uke, appearing m the Living 

.. £ - “« »— -* 

Body, are endowed witn t, 
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[hence they cannot have any connection with anv such thing as the 
Soul]— (217-218) 

Question — “ In what way is tins invariable concomitance (Premiss) 
established, i ” 

The ansner is provided in the following Text — 


TEXT (219) 

If the things in, question were connected with the Soul, then 

THE THINGS CAUSED BY THAT (SOUL) WOULD HAVE TO BE REGARDED 
AS ETERNAL , AND BEING ETERNAL, THEY WOULD YET BE 
POWERLESS FOR EFFECTIVE ACTION. CONSEQUENTLY IT 
WOULD NOT BE POSSIBLE FOR THEM TO HAVE 
THE PROPERTIES OF ‘ EXISTENCE ’ AND THE 

REST — (219) 


COMMENTARY 

If the things in question are connected with the Soul — if the Body and 
the rest were controlled by the Soul, — then this Soul would be their ‘ Cause ’ , 
as what is not a Cause cannot be a controller , as otherwise there would be 
an absurdity — And the Body and other things caused (produced) by that Soul, 
havmg their Cause always present in its perfect form, would have to he 
regarded as eternal , — i e not successive 

The following might he urged —"If they are held to be eternal,— 
even so they retain their character of being things and so forth ”, 

The answer is given m the words — * And being eternal etc etc ’ , 1 e 

being eternal, the Body and the rest would have to he regarded as powerless 
m bringing about any effective action The word ' prasagyale ’ (singular) 
of the first line being transformed, in this construction, to the plural form 
l Pmsajyate ’ as applied to the second line being construed as • Prasanmnte ’1 
ie sense is that in the ease of an eternal thing, any effective action,— 
of the n SUCC T 6 « SlmUltane0US - 1S compatible And on the cessation 
wl f / ° ffe0tlve act!0t1 ' th ®y cease to be ‘ things ’ (entities) ; because 
And h J ° CtlVe aotum ’ 1S tllB characteristic of all Entities (Things) 

f ^ ChMaoter o£ betn 9 E ^'txes has ceased, there is cessation of the 
nad th “ ni Eutltles aIs0 >— such as having existence and the like , 
mv anable concomitance becomes duly established — (219) 

Bodii bemetocTor^rf 93 *?*'"' S What ls that 18 meant b V [the Lmng 

-n ; 7 th : s : ul ^ {a > If 11 that 

Instance (such ^ SoiJ — than ’ theTa can be no Corroborative 

there is notions thnt d 6 accepted by both parties) , as (according to us) 
again, ulmt ,s SerV6 a USefuI purpose for 3 _{fe) If 

Ptoposition W f 6 demaI ° £ th ° Soul * the of the 

g that the Soul is not the Body’, then our answer is- 
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who is there that regards the Body as the Soul » Then again, the negative 
preposition * ms ’, ‘ not ’ (in the term ‘ mretmalam ' 'no Sou] ’) signifies the 
negation of what is expressed by the following term ‘ Simon ' (i c of something 
with Soul) So that it behoves j r ou to explain -uhat is that which is ‘uith 
Soul’ , for in no case do rve find the negative Preposition 1 ms' prefixed 
to a term denoting a non-entity , for instance, m the expression * mmalstlam 
‘Without flies’, the preposition is added to * malfild ' (denoting th e Fly, 
a positive entity) — (c) Again, if the statement 1 the Body is not with Soul ’ 
is meant to deny the Soul in the body, then the reasoning proves only what 
is already admitted by all , for who is there who holds that the Soul subsists 
m the Body * — (d) If then the statement means that ‘ the Body has no con- 
nection u it-h the Soul ’, then there can be no Corroborative Instance — -Lastly, 
all the aforesaid four cases would mean the denial of a distinctive character 
m regard to the Soul , and this w ould imply the tacit admission of the 
Existence of the Soul itself, m a general way, so that what was sought 


to be denied becomes admitted —If what is meant is that ‘ the term Soul, 
being a verbal entity, is transient, it must denote something that is transient , 
—then, in the first place, in view of the term ‘ eternal ’, tho premiss of tlio 
above reasoning is found to be * inconclusive ’, doubtful , and secondly, 
[the term * soul ’ m your argument can stand either for the Body or for 
something other than the Body] , if it stands for the Body and such things, 
then the argument becomes superfluous , and if tho term stands for some 
thing other than the Body, etc and your proposition declares it as denoting 
sometlung transient, then the existence of something other than tho Body, 
etc becomes admitted, and this goes against your doctrine -[This is an 
exact quotation from Uddy micro's NySyavarltha on 3 1 1, B.b Ind Edn . 

p. 346, line 18 to p 347, line 10 ) 

The above is answered by the Author in the following Text - 


TEXT (220) 

That ‘nation op the Sot*’ which other people seek to trove 
tTreoare to the Jar asp other things, -that same 
WE ARE GOING TO PROVE IN REGARD TO THE 

Living Body — (220) 

COMMENTARY 

The objection that has other external 

case also For instance, it is admitted y ^ o( thoir being not 

things are ‘without Sou ' cl 1 their being the receptacle of tho 

occupied by a Soul, or on the grown could not ham men- 

Soul’s experiences If it vero m j our argument winch is stated 

tinned these as the Corroborative Insta^ ^ ^ ^ )f it were, 

m the form—* Tins Living L nn(i auch other functions,— Mm ho 
then it would be devoid of Brcajung Jnr nnd other things, the 

Jar and other things ’ -S«w m referenco 
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question may be put — ‘ In what sense are these without Soul ? Does it mean 
that ‘ they serve no useful purpose for the Soul ’ and so on (as has been urged 
by Vddyotahara, in the passage quoted above) If so, then {a) you affirm the 
fact of all external things, like the Jar, being equally without Soul , — on the 
ground of their being not occupied by the Soul, or on account of their being 
the receptacle of the Soul’s experiences , — and you deny the absence of Soul 
m regard to the Living Body, in the assertion 1 The Living Body is not 
without Soul ’ , and from tlus denial you deduce the conclusion that it is the 
Living Body alone that is with Soul, and not the dead body, or the Jar and 
other tlungs In the same manner, we also prove the fact that ‘ the Living 
Body is without Soul, because it is a thing and so forth ’ (as explained above) 
— Thus the various alternatives put forward — * Is it meant that the Body 
serves no useful purpose for the Soul ’ and so forth, — are entirely out of 
place , as * absence of Soul ’ lias been admitted by you also (m regard to 
certain tlungs) 

further, it has been alleged that “ there is no Corroborative Instance in 


support of the assertion that the Body serves no useful purpose for the 
Soul ” — This is not right Because it is possible to set up the following 
argument — When one thing does not add any peculiar property to another 

thing, it cannot be regarded as serving any useful purpose for this latter, 

e g the Vmdhya of the BimSlaya the Body and the rest do not add any 
peculiarity to thecharacter of the Soul, which remains eternally of one unif orm 
character , — hence the wider factor not being present (the less extensive factor 


cannot be admitted) — The Probans put forward m this argument cannot be 
said to be ‘ unproven ’, ' inadmissible ’ , because the ‘ additional property ’ not 
being anything distinot from the Soul itself, any ‘ adding ’ to it would mean the 
adding ’ to the Soul itself , and tlus would imply the transience ’ of the Soul. 
If, on the other hand, the ‘ additional property ’ be held to be distinct from the 
Soul itself,— as there would be no basis for any connection between that 
property and the Soul, there would be no such idea as that * this property 
elongs to the Soul ’ — Prom all this it follows that for an Eternal Entity, 
t lere is nothing that can serve a useful purpose , as, in regard to such an 
Entity, it could not do anything at all 

the wti laS ,. be ™ fUIther aUe e^-‘Who is there who regards the Soul as 
], _ ^, lus agam 18 not n ght , there are actually some people who 
, ® ® Bodv . etc as being transubstantiation of the ‘Soul’ (Spirit) 
g ie Followei s of the Upamsads (Vedantms) So that the denial m ques- 
“ ay ' re be re e arded urged against these people. 

. , 11 _ agam ’ lt has been argued that—' “ the preposition ‘ms’ (in the 

it h 1 mrat,nalam ’> ®wt pertain to the term that follows after it, hence 
bv 1 16 ° tller party to say what is it that is with Soul (which is denied 

denied TTnJ 6 I>re P osltlon i 7 ’’—Tins also is entirely irrelevant What is 
in fact f , negatlvB Pre P°3ition cannot be a real positive entity,— 
can nJJlj aconm P tval ^bity that may be domed , a real positive entity 
(‘ mratmaln ’ tben ’ IS denoted by the negative compound 

lias coucenjr'r IS that P art iculax entity which the other party 

that the said denial 1811 lU ? Sl0n ’ as 11 1S only TOth reference to such an entity 
t 1 1S made > 111 order to proclaim that the other party entertains 
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a wrong notion — If it weie otheiwise, then, when you proceed to put 
forward denials of the Buddhist's assumption of ‘ momentanness ’ 
expressed in such words as * The Lamp and the rest are momentary — 
you Mould be open to the same objection , because we never find any case 
where the negative is used without a term following it 

Then again, it lias been asserted — “ Who is there who holds that the Soul 
subsists m the Body * ” — This also is not right , as there are some people 
who regard the Soul to be of the size of the ‘ half of the Thumb ' or of ' a 
Shyamala gram ’ , and under their view, the Soul, being a corporeal material 
substance, must bo subsisting in the Body , and it is only right that the 
denial in question should bo made against these people 

It has been alleged that “there is no Oorroboiatise Instance in suppoit 
of tho denial of the Body being related to the Soul ” — Tins is not true , 
as it is easy to prove, as shown abor e, that ' there can be no relationship 
between the Body and the Soul, — because one does not render any help to 
tho other, — as between the Vindhya and the Himalaya mountains 

It has also been alleged that—" The denial of the particular implies the 
acceptance of tho general ” —This generalisation is not true, eg even 
though you deny tho momentanness of the Lamp and other particular tilings, 
you do not accept the momentanness of anything in general —It might be 
argued that~L“ We do admit the applicability of the term ‘ momentary ’ 
to the Lamp and such things, on the basis of their not continuing to emst 
for a long time , so that m this way, momentanness tn general may be regarded 
as admitted ” -If it is so, the applicability of the term Soul ako 
Mind associated with ‘ I -consciousness > is admitted by us, and this may b 
regarded as the Soul in general being admitted , 

The assertion of the two alternative views regarding the term Sou 

the denotation of the term o tho use of the term 

which would falsify thea^W® arded BS ‘figuratne’ (indirect), 

issrrr : js. — t ** - — — h ~* — 

„ „o • Superfluity ’ in our reasoning -(220) 

TEXT (221) 

- Qour ' BEING SOMETHING • NOT-PROVED THE ENTIRE MSBO 

Thus the Soul someth „ regard to it, 

(of Conceptions) that has been adop 

becomes baseless like the Son of the * 

Woman ’ —(221) 

COMMENTARY. 

. Soul . being found to be precluded by all 
Thus, any such thing as the S b E ved -, ‘not admissible - 
means of Right Cognition, and hence 
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tlie 1 entire fabric (of Conceptions) — such as its being the doei , the expel icneer 
and the like, — that has been set up by you, turns out to be like ‘ the Son 
of the Barren Woman — entirely baseless Hence no criticism is made of 
all tins fabric , as it becomes demolished by the demolition of its very basis 
(m the shape of the Soul) — In what manner our view is not open to the 
criticism that it involves ‘the destruction of what lias been done and the 
appearance of what has not been done ’ [i e the contingency of the Person 
not experiencing the effects of his own deeds, Kaima, and experiencing those 
of the deeds not done by lum] — is going to be explained under the Chapter 
dealing with the ‘ connection betu een Action and its Effects ’ (1 e Chapter 9) 


End of the Examination of the ‘ Xyaya ’ Doclune of the Self' 



CHAPTER VII. 
SECTION (B) 


Examination of the Mimirnnki's Conception of the 'Self'. 

COmiEXTARY. 

Zar- 10 ' “ SVt Pr ° CeedS t0 relUte the Conception of 


TEXT (222) 

OrHEBS AGAIN HATE DECLARED THE ‘ SOUL ’ TO BE OF THE NATUBE 
of Chaitanya, Sentience, exclusive anb inclusive nr 
character , — thls Chaitanya (Sentience) being the 
same as Buddhi (Intelligence) — (222) 

COIDIEXTAR Y 

‘ Exclusive’ tn character , — the states of Pleasure, Pain, etc (wherein the 
Soul is pereoived) are mutually exclusive, — 'inclusive’ in character,— such 
character as 'Intelligence ‘Substance’, and ‘Being’ aie 'inclusive’ or 
1 comprehensive ’ (inasmuch as they serve the purpose of 1 comprehending ’ 
or including, not excluding) , — these two, ’ exclusion ’ and ‘ inclusion ’ 
form the ‘ character ’, — characteristic feature — of the Soul — What is meant 
is that the followers of Jaunim deolare the ‘Soul’ to be of the nature of 
' Sentience * (Consciousness), and to be ’ exclusive ’ m the form of the states 
of Pleasure, Pain, etc., and ‘ mclusvve ’ or * comprehensive ’ in the form of 
‘Being’ and the rest — This Chaitanya, ’Sentience’, is not anything different 
from Buddhi, ‘Intelligence’, — as held by the SSnUiyas (according to whom 
Buddhi is Oosmio Intellect, a product of Primordial Matter, while Chaitanya 
belongs to the Spirit) , — at is in fact Buddhi, * Intelligence ’, itself TIus is 
wliat is shown in the text — ‘ Sentience ’ being the same ae ‘ Intelligence ’ , 
that is, it is only a form of Intelligence, the sense is that apart from 
Intelligence, no other form of ‘ Sentience ’ is recognised — (222) 


Question — “Hon is it possible for one and the same Soul to have 
the two mutually contradictory characters of being ’ exclusive ’ and 
' inclusive ’ ’ ” 

The answer to this from the Sankhya point af view is as follows 
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TEXTS (223-225) 

“ Just as, in the case or the Serpent, the ‘ coiled ’ form disappears, 

AND AFTER THAT, APPEARS THE ‘ STRAIGHTENED ’ FORM , BUT THE 
CHARACTER OF BEING ‘ SERPENT ’ CONTINUES THROUGH BOTH 
STATES , — IN THE SAME MANNER, IN THE CASE OF THE SOUL, 

THERE IS NO COMPLETE DISAPPEARANCE OF THE 
CHARACTER OF ‘ ETERNAL SENTIENCE ’ , NOR IS 
THEBE CONTINUANCE OF ITS "WHOLE CHAR ACTER , 

THERE IS DISAPPEARANCE OP SUCH OF 
ITS STATES AS PLEASURE * PAIN ’ 

AND THE LIKE, — AND THESE 
APPEAR AGAIN , BUT THROUGH 
ALL THESE ‘ SENTIENCE ’ 

continues ” — (223-225) 


COMMEXTARY 


In the case of the Serpent, — snake, — though it remains one and the same, 
t e coded fowl disappears and the straightened form appears, — and yet the 
c laraeter of the ‘ Serpent ’ continues in both forms , — m the same manner, 
in the case of the Soul,— though it is of the nature of eternal Intelligence, 
and one only,— jet, there never is disappearance of its -whole character,— 
nor is there a continuance of its w hole character, — as postulated bj r the 
raiyayila in regard to their ‘ Soul ’ , what happens is that its states of 
gQ on disappearing and appearing again, but the form of 
lgence continues to permeate through all these states , hence there is no 
mcompati i it}’ between the ‘exclusive’ and ‘inclusive’ character — Such 
is the sense of the Text as a whole 

, meatung of the words is as follows — The compound word * nitya- 

mi anyasia laiaeya is to be explained as 1 that which has eternal Intel- 
_°V‘ S orin ’ nholc chaiacter', — ie of the entire form, — ‘ conti - 
~ ere ls 1,01 ’ s Rch is the construction, — ‘and these appear again', 
— e the states of ■ Pleasure ’ and the like -(223-225) 


—as it isL°ti i ^ IS ^ !eor >" °f Absolute Etcluswn not accepted, 
tlunes —n ,e -“ a «drf/ios, who postulate ‘ absolute (traceless) Destruction ’ of 

as it is h, n e \r” ^ 10 ti,eor >' Absolute Inclusion (all-comprehensiveness), 
t « hi the Xa-vjayJka and other-, » 

The answer is as follows — 
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TEXT (226) 

“ Ir THERE "WERE AbSOLTTTE DESTRUCTION OF THE SOUL, THERE WOULD 
BE ‘ DESTRUCTION OF WHAT IS DONE AND THE BEFALLING OF WH AT 
IS NOT DONE ’ AND IT THE SOUL ALWAYS REMAINED OF 
THE SAME FORM, THEN THERE COULD BE NO EXPERIENCING 

of Pleasure, Pain and the rest ” — (226) 


COMMENTARY 

If there were absolute destruction (of the Soul), then there would be des- 
truction (ineffectiveness) of the act done , as the doer w onld not be there 
to come into contact with the effect of the act, and there would bo bo- 
falhn g of what is not done’ , as the Soul experiencing the effoct of the act 
done would be experienced bj a Soul who did not do tlio net Further, 
if the Soul remained of one and the same form, there could be no expo 
neuemg of Pleasure, Pam, etc for it,— just as there is none for AkCislm , 
specially as there would be no difference between the ' state of experiencing 
and the ‘state of not-experienomg ’ This has bBon thus asserted bt 
Rumania —‘Thus both the absolute conditions being impossible, the Spirit 
(Soul) should be held to be of the nature of both Exclusion and Inclusion, 
just like the Serpent a the coiled and other forms [SMolmurida, 
Atmavada, 28) ”■ — (22G) 

Objection — If the Spirit (Soul) is of the nature of both states, the 
state that dec the act would not be the same **JW^,*^ 
effects, so that tlus doctrine also would »«ohe the ~lj of «* 
truetion of what is done and the befalling of what is not done 

The answer to this is as follows 


TEXT (227) 

- cr- 'Tinvu’ and ' Experienced ’ are not 
“The Soul’s characters ‘ T IS TnE Som. itself 

COMMENTARY 

The character of being the « £2^5^ 

not dependent upon tf- ^tatc of the Sm |, * slntt _„ hlc!i der. 

Soul itself, as it is the Soul itself, ^ {or rcn , on . inasmuch 
the Act and exponents t , 10 wm e and doc« not alia, idea 

the Said to whom the who secures the fnut of that Art 

its previous form, it is ' tll0 on ,d objection —(22<) 

g 0 that this doctrine is not open 
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Question — -What is the Proof (Means of Cognition) that establishes 
the existence of the Soul ’ 

The answer is supplied by the following Text — 

TEXT (228) 

“ The Spirit (or Soul) as described is proved by the presence of 

Recognition , and the doctrine of ‘ No-Soul ’ is disproved 
by this same (Recognition) ”• — (228) 

COMMENTARY 

By the ptesence of Recognition, — involved m such notions as ‘ I cognised 
it , I am cognising it ' and so forth, u here there is * recognition 1 of the 
same ‘doer’ (cogmser)— is proved— the existence of the Soul — By 
this fame— Recognition— also is disproved the doctrine of * No Soul as pro- 
pounded by the Buddhist and others , as has been thus declared — ‘ Thus 
from this fact Recogmtion which is admitted by all men, follows the refutation 
of the doctrine of No-Soul ’ — {Shlokavarlila, Atmavada, 136) (228) 

Question— How do these two conclusions follow from the fact of 
Recogmtion * 

The answer is as follows — 


xjlAjlo (229-237) 

" 0F<1 ’ “ V0LVED W THE CONCEPTION * I KNOW ’ ENVISAGES 

the Cogmser , this Cogmser may be either ms ‘ Soul ’ or the 
absolutely evanescent ‘ Cognition’ (Idea) If it is the 

sob are T „ AT 18 THE OBJEOTrVE OT THAT notion, then all is 
(Idea) is hiT 0THER HAND ’ “ 1335 momentary ' Cognition • 

THE FORM 'IT WAS I w’ ^ *“* » 

PREVIOBS OCCASION AND IT IS ^ 01T A 

-OF THIS NOTION ivHAT , ^ K 1 AJI COGNISING IT NOW 

THE OBJECTIVE t RW SUCH “"J™* ‘ K ASS ™ED TO BE 

OB (C) S THE FORM of I covt! BE W » OR (6) present, 

«0, THE mome^oL ;^ D ? lF IT BE ™ 

•I COGNISED IT (IN- ^ ^ “ *“ OBJECTIVE OF THE NOTION 
TIVE of the NOTION ' T ^ ’ BT,T 11 COULD NOT BE THE OBJEC- 
COGNISER is NOT COGNISIN'^ O0 °"?“ 0 11 ( KOW ) ’> BECAUSE THE 
IT IS ONLY WHEN Tfrp r, ^ THrN & AT 135 MOMENT OB SPEAKING , 

that it can be spoken C nr S PMS t ENT AT THE (0F co< ™>») 
REGARD TO SUCH l . AS I am COGNISING IT’. But (IN 

' I COGNISED IT > ^ WOm,D N ° T BE TBUE 10 S AY 

-Prom THIS * T ° BJECT K0T ™ « fhe past. 

THAT OF THESE (PAST AND PRESENT) 




169 


(B) HIMAMSA doctrine op the ‘self’ 

From all this it follows that, that tiling wherein the notion of * I ’ (I- 
consciousness) subsists,— and as shown above, it must be something distinct 
from the said Cognition, — is the Soul — ( 229-23 i ) 

Question — How is it proved that the Soul is eternal ? ” 

The answer is as follows — 


TEXTS (23S-239) 

“ The * Cognises ’ who formed the object of ‘ I-consciousness ’ nr 

THE PAST MUST BE REGARDED AS CONTEtUING TO EXIST TO-DAY, — 
BECAUSE HE IS THE OBJECT OF ' I-CONSCIODSNESS ", — LIKE THE 
COGNISER IN THE PRESENT — 0», HE (THE PRESENT COGN3SER) 

MUST BE REGARDED AS HAVING BEEN THE COGNISER OF 
YESTERDAY, — BECAUSE HE IS THE COGNISER , — OR 
BECAUSE OF THE SAME REASON (OF BEING THE 
OBJECT OF ‘ I-CONSCIOUSNESS ’), — LIKE 
THE COGNISER OF YESTERDAY , AND 
ALL THESE FULFILL THE CONDI- 
TIONS OF THE PROBANDUM ” 

— (238-239) 


commentary 

exis/tn if 10 ■f°™ e, * lh ' > ob J ec/ °J ‘ ^-consciousness ’ m the past continues to 
^ * he GogmSer m the P resent ~nnd the Cogmser in the 

LrealLeef°X 0f ‘ ™ - ‘he Reason based up 

* tte - —■-> e 

Subject* f0rm 1 ated m Tetm t0 the » the 

basiloftheiS.™ f°° eed t S ta Set another argument on the 
‘ all these ’ — /-notions 0 f the appei rtauungtotheProbandum— . Attthese.elc ~ 
of the Probandum, — i « * **? and ° f the Resent -fulfil the conditions 

come to appei tain to the Probandum. — (238-239) 

The following *« proceeds to show how this is so - 

text (240) 

object, ° F T °' DAT MDST *«» ana 

COGNISER COV^L I - N ™S BELONGING TO THE 
‘ Chain ■ 17113 03B ^ THE same 

• BIKE any SINGLE COGNITION ” — (240) 

, 4 COMMENTARY 
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“ Cognitions, and the Soul also are held to be eternal and one , on 

THE GROUND OF THEIR BEING OF THE NATURE OF ‘ INTELLIGENCE ’ , 

IF THERE IS DIVERSITY, IT IS DUE TO THE OBJECT ” — (242) 

[This is a quotation fiom Shlolavditila , Chapter 
on Eternal t\ of Sound, 404] 

COMMENTARY 

Cognitions and the Soul also are regarded as eternal and one , — -why s — 
because they are of the nature of Intelligence , that is, because, under our view 
Spirit is of the nature of Intelligence m the form of Cognitions 

Question — How then is it that such dn ersitv (in Cognitions) is recog- 
nised as 1 Colour-Cognition ‘ Taste-Cognition ’ and so forth ' 

Answer— “ If there is diversity, it is due to the object; the term ‘if’, 
has been used as admitting (for the sake of argument) the opinion of the 
other party, the sense being— ‘If— m ease— diversity be assumed”.— (242) 

Objection (to Rumania's position)— If Cognition is eternal and one, 
then, how is it that it apprehends Colour and other things consecutively » 
It should apprehend all at once, there being no distinction (to winch the 
successiveness would be due) 

The answer to this (from Rumania’s point of view) is given m the fol- 


TEXT (243) 

* T TZ; " f 8 VERY KATTOE " FlKE “ AEWAYS OF THE NATURE OF 

A burner, IT burns only iyhat is presented to it,— and that 

ALSO ONLY A THING THAT IS CAPABLE OF BEING BURNT, 

NOT ANY OTHER THING, NOR AT ANY OTHER 
TIME ”—(243) 


COMMENTARY 


Eire is eternally 
011 thm SS at all t unes 
it burns only a thing 

such thing —(243) 


of the nature of a Burner, and yet it does not bum 
It burns only what is brought to it ;— and then also, 
that is capable of being burnt,— and not the Sky or any 


In the foli0TOn S Test, he cites another example .- 
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TEXTS (244-245) 

“ Or, the clean mirror, or the Rook-crystal, reelects the image 

OF ONLY WHAT IS PLACED BEFORE IT , — IN THE SAME MANNER, 
SODLS, THOUGH POSSESSED OF ETERNAL SENTEENOE, 

apprehend Colour and other things only 

WHEN THEY ARE THEMSELVES IN THE BODY 
AND THE THINGS ARE PRESENTED TO THEM 
BY THE ORGANS AND IT IS THIS 

Sentience that we call 
' Intelligence ’ ” — 

(244-245) 


COMMENTARY 

The epithet ‘ clean ’ has been added because the dirty nurroi is not 
capable of leflectmg images — ‘ Placed bejore if’,— earned to it —In the same 
manner tins introduces what has to be illustrated Though, in reality, the 
Souls are all-pervading, yet, it is only when, under the influence of the 
Unseen Force (of destiny), they subsist m the Body, that they approlien 
things that are presented to them by the Eye and other oigans.-not ■« hite 
they are away from the Body —This eternal Sentience isx\ hat ^*o cn ^ « 
(Intelligence), and it is not different from it,— bke the Budd 
Intellect) of the Sankhyas — (344-246) 

Question — -If that is so, how is it that this Cognition is knoun as 

s srwr — - ~ 

explains that evanescence — 


TEXT (246) 

» i, » » — - - ~ rs sktst 

“ ”“»»»■ “ 

.. »»= — ™» r,'™” 

thing is close to it — 

COMMENTARY 

‘ presenting organs ’.-the Ej e organs 

the Colour and other thing, "Lnt. P .ho resultant 

is ‘ evanescent ’-fleeting * 1S no t evanescent, fc—e- 

is recognised as evanescent , b its ^ thcn the objection remains 
by itself the Cognition is not evan 
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,t should apprehend all tlungs The answer to this is that even Ihouqh 
Fm is always a burner, etc. Similarly, the Cognition does not always ap- 
prehend all things , for the simple reason that all tlungs are not always in 
close proximity (to the organs, etc } — (246) 

Question — How do you know that Cognition is eternal ’ 

Answer — 


TEXT (247) 

“ Cognition is always recognised as being of the nature of 
‘ Intelligence ’ , as regards the Cognitions of the Jar, 
the Elephant and so forth, their diversity is 

HELD BY PEOPLE TO BE DUE TO THE DIVER- 
SITY AMONG THOSE THINGS.” — (247) 

COMMENTARY 

The term ‘ tatra' is a meaningless term used as introducing the sentence — 
4 Bem 0 °f the nature of Intelligence ' .—because it is always recognised as 
4 Cognition ’, it is eternal, like the Word-Sound. 

" If that be so, then how is it that in common parlance, we find such 
distinction among Cognitions accepted by observers as ‘ this is the Cogni- 
tion of the Jar ’, * that is the Cognition of the Cloth ’ and so forth 1 ” 

Answer As regards the Cognitions of the Jar, etc etc ‘ due to the diversity 
among those things ’,— i e the diversity among the Jar, the Elephant and 
the rest — (247) 


The same idea is further clarified by the follow ing Text * 


135 DIVI ®SITY AMONG THE OBJECTS COGNISED 
DO NOT SPEAK OF THE COGNITION AS « THAT SAME COGNITION ’ J 
THESE NON-RECOGNITION OF IT AS * COGNITION ’ SO 
CONG AS NOTICE IS NOT TAKEN OF THE DIVERSITY 
AMONG THE OBJECTS ”—(248) 


WM4IENTARY. 


by mnm 'oUtomati 0 T th ® Co?nu!ere ~ What tlus Text shows, 
nitions is due / n9gatlVe P^misses, is that the diversity m Cog- 

f c Qm0ag the ob ^ ots eogmsed — Nor is there 
’ tc. , that is, there is recogmtion — (248) 

The following Text proceeds to answer the above arguments 
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TEXT (249) 

Ie SUCH IS THE CASE, THEN, ON THE OCCASION WHEN THERE APPEAR 
COGNITIONS IMPOSING THE CONCEPTS OP 1 ELEPHANT ’ AND THE 
REST IN REFERENCE TO SPOTS WHERE THESE ANIMALS 
DO NOT EXIST, — TO WHAT IS THE DIVERSITY 
IN SUCH COGNITIONS DUE * 

COMMENTARY 

If the diversity of tlw Cognition is due to the diversity in the objects 
cognised, — then, what is the basis for the diversity that appears in the case 
of those Cognitions vv Inch successively impose the concepts of the 1 elephant 
‘ horse * and the rest upon a place u here the elephants do not really east f 
The meaning is that in such cases there is no basis at all for the notion of 
such diversity. Because, there is no difference in the Cognitions per se , 
as all Cognition is held to be one (by the Mim&nsaka) Nor can the diversity 
be due to the multiplicity of the objects imposed , as there is no object that 
does the imposing — (249) 

The following might be urged — “The idea that a Cognition may be 
devoid of a real object is not true, as has been declared by Kurnarila 
• It is not admitted that even in the case of Dreams and other such Cognitions, 
a real external object is entirely absent , in every case there is an external 
background, only conceived of in connection with a wrong place and time’ 
[Shlokavartika, Niralambanavada, 107-108]” 

This ie the view presented in the following Text 


TEXT (250) 

If THE INDIVIDUAL OBJECTS EXISTING AT OTHER TIMES AND PLACES BE 

held to supply the basis for such imposed Cognitions, 

ON THE GROUND THAT IN AIL COGNITIONS THE BASIS OP 
REALITY IS SUPPLIED BY OBJECTS EXISTING AT TIMES 
AND PLACES OTHER THAN THOSE OF THE APPEAR- 
ance of the Cognitions themselves,-— [then 
the answer would be as stated in the 
following Text] —(250) 


COMMENTARY 

. s „„, .. «. »»• ■><*!”“•” i tlTJSS 23 « ' - 

The compound ' f sl ‘ akalany ^^^T_ ar as ‘ that of which the differentia- 
which the time and place are °ther™e , 
tum is done by time and place -(259) 

to this is given in the following Text — 


The answer 
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TEXT (231) 


BUT AS A MATTER OF FACT, THE COGNITIONS IN QUESTION HAVE NO SUCH 
CONNECTION WITH THAT PARTICULAR PLACE , WHY THEN SHOULD 
THEY APPEAR IN THAT FORM AT TEAT PLACE (251) 


COMMENTARY. 

When at a certain, place, a number of individual objects actually appear 
as ‘imposed’ upon Cognitions in a certain order of sequence,— there is no 
connection between the Cognition and those individual objects existing at 
other times and places, — in the same order of sequence. Under tlio circum- 
stances, how is it that they appear in the form that is imposed upon them 
arbitrarily 9 Certainly it cannot be right for one tiling to appear in the 
form of another thing , if it were, then this would lead to incongruities j 
and in this way all Cognitions would come to have all things for tlieir objects , 
and there would he an end to all ordered usage regarding things (251) 

TEXT (252) 

Then again, under your view, the external form is not declared 

TO BELONG TO THE COGNITION ; NOR ARE THE ELEPHANT, POLE 
AND OTHER THINGS ACTUALLY EXISTENT AT THE PLACE 
DESIRED — (252) 

COMMENTARY 

Then again, under your — MimdnsaLa's — view, the form that appears 
(in Cognition) does not belong to the Cognition ; as you assert that the 
Cognition is formless — “ What if it is so ? ” — At the place desired etc ; — l e. at 
the place where the ‘ imposition ’ is made — , the Cognitions should appear 
as connected -with that same tune and place wherewith the said objects — 
Elephant and the rest— are connected , — how is it then that they appear 
at a time and place which are not connected with themselves and which 
are yet different from those with which the objects are connected — Prom 
this it follows that these Cognitions have no real basis, and they are, m 
reality, unmixed in character and mobile f that they are so is due to the 
fact of then: appearing only occasionally and it also becomes established that 
the Soul, which is of the nature of the said Cognition, must also be evanescent 
and many. 

The following might he urged • — “ Cognition is a property of the Soul , 
icnce the diversity of the Cognition need not imply diversity of the Sou], 
the latter being only an object having that property.” 

>R J luscannot be right ; ‘Prcdyaya’ (Cognition), 1 Ohaitanya ' (Sentience), 
Suddh' (Intelligence), ' Jndna ' (Knowledge) are all synonymous terms, 
nor does o mere difference m names make any difference in the nature of 
t irngs Further, even with a difference in their names, all these are actually 
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necopted (by you) as being of the nature of Sentience (Chmtanya), and as 
this Sentience is one and the same, there can be no distinction among the 
Cognitions that are of the same nature If it wore not so, then, on account 
of the attribution of contrary properties to them, the two (Sentience and 
Cognition) would become ontiroly different from one another 

This snmo argument in proof of Cognitions having no real basis serves 
also to prove the impcrceptibihty of Cognitions For instance, it has been 
prosed that the form appearing in the Cognition cannot be the external 
Elophnnt, otc , so that it becomes established that the Cognitions apprehending 
that form ns thoir own are of themselves, because they are self-luminous 
m their character — (252) 

It has boon argued (undor Text 243 above) that — “ Though by its very 
nature, the Fuois altvaj s of the nature of a burner, etc etc ” — This argument 
is refuted in the folloumg Text — 


TEXT (253) 

If Cognition remains for ever in the form of the apprehension 

OF ALE THINGS, — THEN HOW IS IT THAT THE COGNITION OF ALL 

things is not present at all times 2 — (253) 


COMMENTARY 

If Cognition, which is of the nature of Apprehension, exists for ever, 
then all things should be cognised at all times (253) 

The following Text proceeds to show how this is so 

TEXT (254) 

That Cognition on which Sound has been imposed most be the 

SAME THAT APPREHENDS TASTE, COLOUR AND OTHER THINGS 

If this is not admitted by you, then you have, by 

YOUR OWN WORDS, ADMITTED THAT THERE IS 
difference among Cognitions — (254) 


COMMENTARY 

That Connilion on which Sound has been imposed , -.e the Cognition of 
That C g ormreliends Taste, Colour and other tlungs, and it 

Sound, —is t le sam ^ at t t, e time 0 f the apprehension of one thing, 

cannot be different , as the Cognition apprehending all 

sffsrsir-'*" - * — “ - 

Of sequence, as no distinction is possible 
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The following Text is going to show ^parties) 

been cited (m Test 243) is itself unproven (not admitted 


TEXT (255) 

Even Eire is not always a «»» 1 of all combesteble things ; 
OTHERWISE THE WHOLE (WORLD) WORLD BE INSTANTLY R^DROED 
mr. \ CtfSlS f255) 


COMMENTARY 

The Fire, in the form of tho burner of ell combustible things, « not 
always existent! if it were, then all combustible things would be reduced to 

ns bes, because they would always have their burner in contact with them,— 

hke that combustible thing which is in actual contact with the fire-flame 

‘.Even. 1 , 1 dpi ’ . is meant to indicate that it is not only Cognition that 
cannot be of the nature of the apprehension of all things. — (255) 

Objection — •“ If that is so, then Fire is not always of the nature of the 
Burner (possessed of the power to bum) , how then could it burn even the 
thing that is presented to it ’ ” 

The answer is provided m the following Text * — 


TEXT (256). 

In fact, it is only when it is in close proximity to the combustible 

THING THAT FIRE CAN BE RIGHTLY REGARDED AS THE burlier ; 

THUS IT IS WHY THERE DOES NOT HAPPEN THE CON- 
TINGENCY OF ALL THINGS 3EING BURNT ALL 
AT ONCE— (256) 

COMMENTARY. 

Thus it i«; — at is because of our acceptance of the view just expressed — 
that there is no simultaneous burning of all things , — i e there is no likeli- 
hood of any suoh absurd contingency — (256) 

It has been argued (under Text 244, above) that — -** Just as the clean 
M— or or Rock-crystal, etc. etc 11 — It is shown in the following Text that what 
has been alleged there would not be possible if the Mirror, etc. were eternal 
and always of the same form — ■ 

12 
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TEXTS (267-258). 

All such things as the Mirror, the Rook -crystal and the like are 

THEMSELVES IN PERPETUAL FLUX AND WHEN THEY BECOME 
CONNECTED WITH THE BLUE LOTUS AND SUCH OBJECTS, — 
THEY BECOME CAUSES OF BRINGING ABOUT THE ILLUSION 
REGARDING THEIR REFLECTIONS — If THAT WERE NOT 
SO, EVERYONE OF THOSE THINGS WOULD BE ALWAYS 
ONE AND THE SAME, — WHEN IN CONTACT WITH 
THE SAID OBJECTS, AS WELL AS WHEN not 
IN CONTACT WITH THEM , AND AS 
SUCH IT SHOULD BE SEEN EITHER 
AS ALWAYS WITH ITS 
REFLECTION OR ALWAYS 
WITHOUT ITS 

REFLECTION — 

(257-258) 


COMMENTARY 

The Rock-erystal, the Mirror and the like are things that are m a state 
of perpetual flux, -undergoing destruction every moment, and when they 
come into contact with the Blue lotus and such thrngs, they become 
masters m the producing of illusions (regarding the reflections onhese ng*, 
which have no real existence, and whose Cognition, therefore, most be illusory, 

-an in Absence oAhe Blue and oft * £* *** 

loZr^tL^nSC^eTent to * P-ous state (when net 
ln contact with the object) possibility of all reflections in 

thmg3 are not-momentory 
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As A HATTER OF FACT, THE MlRROR-SURFACE CAN NEVER CONTAIN THE 
REFLECTION (OF ANYTHING), — BECAUSE IT IS LASTING, BECAUSE 
rr IS INDIVISIBLE, AND BECAUSE SEVERAL THINGS -WITH 
MATERIAL SHAPE CANNOT SUBSIST TOGETHER — (259) 


COMMENTARY 


Because it is lasting, — i <? not momentary, — therefore the Mirror-surface 
cannot contain the reflection. 

Even if it is momentary, it cannot contain the reflection because it is 
indivisible ; when the reflection is perceived it is perceived as if it were inside 
the mirror, just as the Water is perceived inside the well , and yet the Mirror- 
surface has no parts — i e. vacant space , — because its component particles 
are closely packed Hence the perception of the Reflection must be an 
illusion 

Or the term ‘ nirvibhagatia ' , ‘indivisibility’, may stand for absence of 
difference between the previous and succeeding states ; and the reason for this 
absence is ‘ because it is lasting' ; so that the meaning comes to be — ‘because 
on account of its lasting character it is devoid, of difference between its 
previous and succeeding states ' ; that is, because it has no previous or suc- 
ceeding states 

Further, because several things with material shape cannot subsist together, 

‘ the Mirror-surface cannot contam the reflection this has to be construed 
here Because what are perceived m the Mirror-surface are only reflections 
occupiing the same space, material things with forms can never occupy 
the same points in space, as if they did, they would become one and the 
same 

This objection is applicable under both news— of things being momen- 
t&rv or noil-momentary — (259) ° 


alS0 does not becDme transformed into the reflected 
3 - * PW by Ifc; tlus 18 ^ * shown m the following 


TEXT (260) 

° K ™ W ° SIDES ° F 11 ONLY THE PURELY 

b Rock-crystal , hence it follows that this also does not 
become transformed into the Reflection. — (260) 

COMMENTARY. 
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in front, the persons standing on the two sides of it also would perceive it as 
ret! 

Tins objection is applicable under both views — of things being momentary 
and nol-momentary — (260) 

With the following Text, the Author proceeds to point out the objection 
that would be applicable only under the view that things are not-momentary — 


TEXT (261) 


The Opponent’s the ory would .also entail the incongruity of the 
Rock-crystal becoming different with each object placed 

BEFORE IT, — IF THERE WERE A REAL TRANSFORMATION OF 
IT INTO THE REFLECTION — (261) 


COMMENTARY 

If the Roek-erysral and such things were really transformed into the 
reflection of the object placed before them, then,— just as the reflections 
of the various things placed before the reflector appearing one after the 
other, are different m character, and hence there is no identity among them,— 
m the same manner, in the Soul, and m the Rock-crystal and suoh tilings 
also, there would be differences due to the character of each thing presented 
to it (and reflected therein) —If the perception of the Reflection, however, 
be admitted to be an illusion, then there can bo no objection to it, -this is 
what is meant by the epithet * real ’ —(261) 


TEXT (2 62)— {Ftrst line ) 

Erom this rr follows that the said perception of the Reflection 
is an Illusion-appearing in connection with ™ngspcs- 
SESSED OF DIVERSE UNTHINKABLE POTENCIES —(262) 

COMMENTARY 

.-rrrjs 

18 %“-”Xf that is so, then suoh Elusion appears only -«« -o-eetion 

— *■*. 

The answer is suppked by the ™ as J r ‘ kinds,- 

poised of *»erse ""tHTih^^eJoTcan be ra.sefl 
and « unthinkable ’,-are tho pote g® potentialities are the 

against the particular po^ thing I» • 

effects of the series of cansest ^ yj as yo u have yourself said- 

vou also can have no ^ " lt ’ IS We, not At*. that 

• Who can take objection to the fact 

bums ? ' — (262) 
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*‘ If that is so, then in the ease of Cognition, also, the idea of its being 
transformed into the reflection of its object may be mere Illusion ; so that 
there is no transformation into the reflected form.” 

Tho answer to tins is provided in the following Text • — 


TEXT (262)— (Second fine) 

In the case of Cognition, there cannot be Eton Illusion ; as 

THEBE IS ABSENCE OF DIFFERENCE — (262) 

COMMENTARY 

It is not right that there should be Illusion m the case of Cognition 
What is implied by the term ‘ eeen ’ is that it is not onlv 1 transforma- 
tion into Reflection ’ that is not right , — why » — as there is absence of 
difference ; i g because there is no difference In the ease of the Rock- 
Crystal and other things, it is right that there should be Illusion, as it is possible 
for the illusory cognition to be different from those things; in the case of 
Cognition, however, thare cannot be another Oogmtion m the form of an 
Illusion ; as all Cognition is held (bv the Mhnansaha) to be one Kor can 
it be said that the Oogmtion itself appears in the form of an Illusion ; as 
Oogmtion has been held to be eternal (which Illusion can never be) (262) 

It has been argued above (under Text 247). for the purpose of 
proving the one-ness and eternal, ly of Oogmtion that— 1 Cognition ,s always 
- ecogmsed as being of the nature of Intelligence, etc etc ' 

Tins is answered in the following Text — 


TEXT (263) 

The character of being different from non-cognition is one that is 
COMMON TO ALL COGNITIONS , AND THE SAID RECOGNITION COULD 

TBOOEED on the basis of THE imposition of that common 
CHARACTER, —EVEN UNDER THE VIEW OF COGNITIONS 
being many and diverse — (263) 

COMMENTARY 

the ridfe^of-Becomt 84 ^ b ? n P" tforeard 18 Inconclusive; because 
as being due tl theT^T ^ ** 6Xplamed ’ ln re S ard to al1 Cognitions, 
' p f« ° n ° f th ® oWofer of bem S different from what 
bo incompatible e ll ’j™® 8 ** the Jar and the ^ -—and tins would not 
The following h JtaT bt ^ VKW of Cognitions being many and diverse — 
eremeay.-aLu^ ° i " nderstood : Tt 18 OQ lv when Cognitions 

wplauA as W 1 5rraen0< man y > that the said Recognition can be 

Zone to It’ 1^. ? ab0Ut by the ‘ "»*»« ** that is not homo- 

Cognitions as h„> msta nce, m the case of such superimposed (assumed) 
s OUS as have no real background even when a diversity among the 
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objects is not admitted, there is no Recocmt,™ „ *1 

nition ns thflt ■ +w n * . cognition , eg there is no such recog- 


Tlien again, if the Soul is held by ^ on to be entemallv of one and the 
same form then such dnerse states ns ‘Hoppmess’ and the like are not 
possible. If you do admit these dn erse states, then the Soul cannot be eter- 
nally of one and the same form As one and the Same thing cannot ha\ e 
such contradictory characters ns dticisiiy and non diversity 

This Objection has been sought to be answered by Rumania , and what 
has been said b v linn is now introduced in the following Text,— for the purpose 
of refuting it (below, under Text 2C8 cl seg ) — 

TEXTS (264-265) 

‘ The permanent Soul having been absolutely established as 

DEVOID OF DIVERSITY DUE TO THE DIVERSITY OF STATES, — 
WHAT PEOPLE ASSUME TO BE THE STATES OF Happiness 

and Unhappiness and the rest,— even when under- 
going ALL THESE STATES, MY PERSON (SOUL) DOES 
not renounce his character of being sentient, 
being a substance, being an entity and so 
forth ” [Shlolavarhla, page 695] — (265) 


COMMENTARY 

' Unde) going’ — passing through, — ‘ Pcr«m ’ — Soul The term 'and 
so forth ’ includes such generic characters as being Lnonable, being rightly 
cognisable, being the active agent, and the like — (265) 

Tho following Text proceeds to show that there is no disappearance 
of the specific properties — 

TEXT (266) 

<• Even on the appearance of a new state, the preceding state 

IS NOT ENTIRELY DESTROYED , IT BECOMES MERGED INTO THE 
COMMON CHARACTER, IN ORDER TO HELP THE^ APPEARANCE 

of the next state ” [Shlolcivartika, page o96]— (266) 


COMMENTARY 


■ Preceding state', — of happiness 
« if that is so, then why is not Unhappiness 


also not felt during the state 


of Happiness 1 ” 
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The answer is — It becomeamerged, etc etc . — While tlie state of ' Happiness 
r emain s m its own form, the other state, of ‘ Unhappiness % does not appear , 
it remains merged m the common character, which permeates through all 
states, — such as being sentient, being substance and so on , and thereby ren- 
ders possible the appearance of the succeeding state of ‘Unhappiness ’ - it is 
for this purpose that it becomes merged in the common character (206) 

Objection — If that be so, then the mergence of the states into the 
common character also should he ns unreasonable as m the other states , 
as that also involves an incongruity. 

In regard to this objection, the explanation is as follows — 


TEXT {287). 

“ The States, in theik own forms, are mutually incompatible , 

AS FOB THE COMMON CHARACTER, HOWEVER, IT IS NOT 
INCOMPATIBLE WITH ANY STATE, AND IT IS ACTUALLY 
RECOGNISED, IN ITS COMMON FORM, IN *T.T. 

States.” Shlokavartika, page 696 — ( 267 ) 


003MESSTARY. 

The States of ‘ Happiness ’ and the rest are incompatible among them- 
selves , hence it is not reasonable that they should become merged into 
each other on the other hand, if any one State became merged into the 
Common character, where would there be any incongruity, which would go 
against the acceptance of its mergence therein ? Asa matter of fact, the 
!ul C T?° n chnJactor 18 actually seen to be compatibly permeating through 
all the States , as is clear from the fact that ‘ Sentience ’ and the other common 
Characters are found to he present in all the States -(267) 

•rciSft tSJau ’- 0 *’ B ** P “ e ~ fc *° the above 


TEXT (268). 

mBKE^SHOmT n 0T ENID * I ' Y DEFERENT FBOM THE SOUL, THEN 
RE DESTRUCTION AND ORIGINATION OF THE 
° BORROWING upon the destruction 

and origination of the States (: 


COMMENTARY. 

on the dMtrwLra^g 1 * 04 bB entoe5y ““t &om the Soul, then, 

nnd ongmatJu of tt Z, r ° StatB5 ’ there should be destruction 

«»t.if Ze wertetn t^stL T? ~ to show 

men the shghtest degree of nan-diffcrence, the said ‘des- 
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traction and origination ’ would be irrepressible The argument is to be 
formulated as follows — When one tiling is non-different from another, 
its destruction and origination must follou on the destruction and origina- 
tion of the latter, just like the specific forms of those same States of Happiness 
and tho rest, — and the Soul has been held to be noil-different in nature from 
the States of Happiness and the rest , hence tins is a reason based upon 
the nature of things — (2G8) 

The following Text slums that the Reason just put forward is not 
‘ Inconclusive ’ — 


TEXT (269) 

If there be presence of contradictory properties, then there 

SHOTTED BE ABSOLUTE DIFFERENCE , JUST AS IN THE CASE OF 

tour Souls which are absolutely different from 

EACH OTHER, THROUGH THE DISTINCTIVE CHARACTER 
BELONGING TO EACH OF THEM —(269) 


COMMENTARY 

If it bo held that destruction and origination pertain to the States only, 
not to the Soul,— so that the two (the States and the Soul) have two contra- 
dictory properties— of ‘ origination ’ and ‘ non-origmat.on , -then there must 
be difference between them , just as m the case of Souls, winch are 
each has its own eharactei restricted to himself,— and hence iej are 
as distinct from each other , that is, tins much alone serves as the basis 

° f "natation • Mart*. ? 

for the purpose of avoiding the fallacy of the absence of the Proban 
in the Jans, due to the fact that m the case of the Son a **£«£££ 
difference in their own pristine forms As a matter o ^ ^ _ , f 

matters , . f„n— When one thing is not 

The argument may be formulate cannot be non -difterence 

subject to the same vicissitudes as an - ^ Qwn dlStmc t»e form 

between them,— eg. among o >> the sarae i uussitudes,— the States 
restricted to itself, the* are not subject “ the SDm e vicissitudes, 

.< are— “.t"” . » » -* — - 

—lienee, inasmuch as the ^iuer 
cannot be non-different) —(269) 

It has been asserted that 
preceding State is not entirely destrojed , 

the answer to this 
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TEXT (2701 

lr your ‘ States ’ become merged into the Soul in their own 

TORSI, THEN, ON THE APPEARANCE OE HAPPINESS, UNHAPPI- 
NESS ALSO SHOULD BE PELT —(270) 


COMMENTARY. 

Wien the States become merged m the Common Soul, they could bo 
so merged either m their own form or m some other form , if it is the former 
that is meant, then on the appearance of Happiness, — i e when there is feeling 
of the State of Happiness, — Unhappiness also should be felt , ns tins latter 
also is possessed of the common character of ‘ feeling ’ — (270) 

Xf they become merged m some other form, then there u ouM bo the 
following difficulty — 

TEXT (271) 

As A matter op PACT, WHEN THERE IS TRANSFERENCE OF ONE rOHM TO 
SOMETHING, THERE CAN BE NO TRANSFERENCE OF ANOTHER 
FORM So THAT IF THE STATES BECAME TRANSFERRED 
(MERGED INTO THE SOUL) IN THEIR OWN FORM, THEN 

the Soul also would be something llable 
to origination.— -(271) 


W-umiJAt 4.AX1 i. , 

«ito s ,.,„ 

:£zr2 t °z,2 “r r; “r; “ i » “»• 

from them, would be something Imbk m ® RS °’ ^ noa ' d,fforeilt 
duced — (271) S onjwaf «m, —capable of being pro- 

It has bean asserted (undpr 'ru,,,* n-,m 

Doer and Mxperiencer are not dependent' ‘ ^ " the Sours cha «wters of 

th,s > s provided m the following !! l> °" tta StRte ” The answer to 


* i-.*; 

F «8 CHARACTERS OP Doer ivn * 

mton the State, -then ^ N0T dependent 

10 the Soul, ~ as treTcIv^ * characters cannot belong 
a:Y CAJ > belong TO ontv r.™ 

** that State - (27 I) OM 

If the COMMENTARY 
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actor. Tins argument may be formulated thus — One who has not aban- 
doned his previous States of non-doer and non-expenencer can never do or 
experience , — e g. the Alaska , — and the Soul never abandons its State of non- 
doer and non-expenencer , hence we find (m the assertion concerned) conditions 
contrary to the more extensive character — (272) 

Tile revered Dinndga having declared that — ‘ if the fact of the Soul bBing 
modified on the appearance of Cognition meant the non-eternity of that 
Soul, then, there can be no Gogmser m the shape of the Soul not modified ’ , — 
m nnswer to tins declaration, Kumanla has argued as follows — *' Wo are 
not denying the fact of the Soul being expressed (spoken of) by the term 
‘ non-eternal ’ , but if the term meant mere modification, then that alone 
would not imply the destruction of the Soul ” — (Shlolavdrtila, Atmaiada, 
22 ) 

Against tins the Author states the following objection, which also 
serves to sum up Ins own conclusion — 


TEXT (273) 

Fob seasons, we abb not denying the faot of the Soul 

BEING SPOKEN OF BY THE TEBM ‘ ETERNAL ’ , BUT ON ACCOUNT 
OF ITS FOBM BEING SUBJECT TO MODIFICATION, THEBE 

MUST BE DESTBUOITON OF IT — (273) 

COMMENTARY 

*■„ «. - « *“ <“* •' 
ot„ ■ eternal the gromd ,b» a-erld IuU 

floK, oontanies undeetroye , a on '> as there is altraye tbs 

ZZSZZS’X rS- 

,1, liability ta destraatioa > '"disstrd 

a. «. »— - *-»•; •“ 

(under Text 223), -the following Text proceeds to showtnar 
Slot Lind to he eternal and of one and the same form - 

TEXT (274) 

„ _ tjtabLE TO BECOME CKOOKBD AND SO FOHTH, 

The Sekpent axso is taab « ’ ^ if it had a 

because it is subject t ^ SoTO; M coui-d 

PEBMANENT FOBM, TB , (274) 

neveb come by anotheb State -(274) 

COMMENTARY 
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Serpent also If A were subject mother State ’ 

SSrS tTJZ "ppe™ of aether character ’.—{274) 

It has been argued 

s — - * * *•*-> - 


TEXT (275). 

A3 A MATTER OF FACT, THE « NOTION OP I’ COMES ABOUT WTIHOUT AREAL 
THROUGH the force op the beginningless seed 0 
the vision op Being, and that also only 
is some places —(275) 


COMMENTARY 

The said ‘ I-notion ’ has no real background, by virtue of which the 
‘ Oogmser ’ could form its object 

“ If that is so, then what is the cause of its origin 1 ” 

The answer is that— ft pioceeck from the begmnvnglaa, etc etc. ‘ Vision 
of Being ' is the vision of the existing body , — the ‘ seed ’ of this vision is 
the Potency of Dispositions, and this ‘seed’ is beginningless, — and it is 
through the force of this that * I-eonsciousness ’ is brought about ; — and that 
also only in some places ,— i e only in the internal economy of the Sextuple 
Body — (275) 


Question — " Why does not the ‘ I-notion ’ come about everywhere ? ” 
The Answer is supplied in the following : — 


TEXT (276) 

It is only some (not all) Impressions that secure the requisite 
potency for bringing about the said notion apprehending 

that PARTICULAR PORM , HENCE IT DOES NOT APPEAR 
EVERYWHERE —(276) 


COMMENTARY. 

Tte said notion, etc ', — i e the ‘ I-notion, apprehending the form of the 
, °f fn,S6r ’ aa existing through the preceding and succeeding points of time — 

ot n-cryahere ' , — i e , a other ' chains like those of the Jar and other 
things —(278) 
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TEXT (277) 


& T ^J E E E Q E U I 0r r oE , 0 r ra:E 0BJEOTI0Jr W WWW COULD BE URGED 

^ ^ * OBOE AS ™ Y0 ™ * Soul * also, buj alb 

UTICUMIEs ABE BEHOVED BY THE FACT THAT THEBE 
IS DIVEBSITY IK ITS POTENCIES — (277) 


OOaniESTAKY 

Further, even when the * Z-notion ’ * held to have the Soul for its bas.s _ 
the objection in question would apply with equal force —Why does the 
said notion not appear in connection with another Soul also »— It Jnl ght 
be answered that ‘-it is not so because of the reactions imposed bvfhe 
potency of things then, for us also the same answer would be available — 
that the notion appears only in regard to some internal objects, end not in 
regard to all So that all difficulties would be removed (277) 


It might be urged that — “ There may be such restriction , but iiow is 
the fact of its having no real basis proved ? ” 

The answer is supplied by the following — 


TEXTS (278-279) 

If the said notion (of ‘I ’) had an eternal thing fob its basis, 

THEN ALL ' I-NOXTONS ’ WOULD COME ABOUT ALL AT ONCE, 

AS THEIB EFFICIENT CAUSE WOULD BE ALWAYS FRESENT 
— If re HAD A NON-ETEBNAL BASIS, THEN ALL THESE 
NOTIONS WOULD BE EQUALLY CLEARLY MANIFEST 

Hence (it follows that) the other parties 

NEEDLESSLY RAISE QUESTIONS REGARDING THE 
EXISTENCE OF THE BASIS OF THE SAID 

I-notion -(278-279) 


OOJDIEOTARY 

The basis (background) of this 1 I-notion ’ could bo either eternal or 
non-eternal if it is eternal, then all * I -notions ‘ I-consciousness ’—would 

come about (appear) simultaneously, as their causo would bo present in 
its perfect condition , nor can the said basis be without causo , os such an idea 
would lead to absurdities nor eon an efficient cause stand in need of nuxtharv 
causes,— all this has been discussed more than once— Nor can it be urged 
that “ there is only one r-consciousnera ”, because its multiplicity is clearlv 
proved by its appearing only occasional^ For instance, during the states 
of deep sleep, or of intoxication, or of swoon, there is no I-conseiou-nc - 
felt and yet at other times, it is actually felt , and this non-apprehcns.on of 
ItTertL times shows that it appears onl 5 occasionally; and because ,t 
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appears only occasionally, therefore it must be regarded ns many nlso. Thus 
it is clear that all these ‘ I-notions 1 would come about simultaneously, ns 
their coming about is dependent upon the presence of the said oauso only. 

If then the other view be accepted that the basis of the ‘ I-notion > 
is non-eternal, then all I -notions should be all as clearly manifest ns the 
Visual and other Cognitions , as they would bo directly apprehending tho 
specific individuality of the thing concerned 

For these reasons, we conclude that ‘ other people ’ — othor philosophers, 
like Rumania and others — needlessly raise questions regarding the basis of 
thel-notwain question,— m such words ns (those under Text 232) — “ Of that 
notion, what cognitive-moment is assumed to be the object f ” and so forth 
— (278-279) 

In this connection, it has been asserted by tlio Buddhist that the ‘ I- 
notaon ’ is entirely baseless, and it appears only ns mi Illusion duo to tho 
begnuungless Dispositions of the “ Vision of the Body of Being As against 
this, KnmSnla has raised an objection, which is set forth below — 


TEXTS (280-281) 

“What the Deposition can no is to b M8 about the Recognition 
or the Gosnisse , it cannot being about tee Coghmioh oh 

A THING AS what it IS NOT , BECAUSE IT CANNOT BE THE 

cause of Illusion (Wbong Cognition)— Thus 
the I-notiok’ cannot be begardbu as an 
D iUSIOU, AS THEBE is nothing to annul it 

(ANB HENCE THOYE IT TO BE Wong) » — 

[Mlolarnrtilca, page 720]- n? this is 
ubged [than t )j 9 answer Js as givea 
m the following Text] -(280-281) 

COMMENTARY, 

Oogmser, and not the Cagmtion ah<mt tlle cognition of tbe 

T * 8 08 ™‘-Cogniser, the consWi,„ ^-Cogmset— as what it is not, 
tins latter Oogmtion wbv , „ , IS that Deposition cannot bring about 

!act 14 alwa ys brings about the ' t f annct P e the ««« °f Illusion j m 

th9 P r — occtonTnd 0n ? * as * ** been 

because this 1-not.on is produced tv & WTOng Thus then, 

treason for annulling it it ££ “ because there is no 
, V* ftm ■ c hu *, «if tw t b ! Iegarded as « Elusion 

,te PW -^ *• - -i “ d ** ^ 


Tbs following Text 


answers this argument— 
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TEXT (281) 

What has been urged is hot right , as the reasoning adduced 

ABOVE IS CLEARLY POUR'D TO BE SUBVERSIVE OF THE SAID 
IDEA — (281) 

COMMENTARY 
‘ Adduced above ' — under Text 27S — (281) 

It has been argued that “ Disposition cannot be the cause of Illusion ” , 
tins reason is 1 Inconclusive ’ , — this is shown in the following Text — 


TEXT (282) 

HOW IS IT THAT, ENTIRELY FROST DISPOSITIONS, — SUCH DIVERSE ILLU- 
SIONS COME ABOUT AS THOSE THAT DEVOTEES HAVE IN REGARD 

to God and other Beings as being the cause of 

THINGS AND SO FORTH 1 


COMMENTARY 

If Disposition were not the cause of Illusion, then how could such Illusions 
appear, purely out of Dispositions, as ‘God is the cause of all products, 
omniscient, the receptacle of eternal cognition’ and so forth! In fact, 
Rumania himself has denied a creator of the world, like God and other Beings^ 
In the phrase 'proceeding entirely from Disposition ’, the term ‘ entirely 
is for the purpose of excluding a real background —(282) 


TEXTS (283-284) 

Thus then, the baselessness of ‘ I-consoiousness ’ having been 
established, there can be no Gogmser who oould be 
apprehended by the said ‘ notion of I ’ Hence among 
all VALID FORMS OF COGNITION, THERE IS NOT ONE 
WHICH IS FOUND ABLE TO SUPPLY A FIT EXAMPLE , 

asp the Reasons also that have been 

ADDUCED IN DUE COURSE ARE FOUND TO BE 
‘UNPROVEN’ REGARDING THEIR 

SUBSTRATUM —(283-284) 

COMMENTARY 

, , Rnsaless there can be no Oogmsor "ho 

ssrrt “ — H ~ 

of tv, '.oil' »“'• P r " V “ 
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T to other patty to adduced {under Text 238, cl m ) sucl. reasons na 

“7 

P S _i e neither an eternal nor a non-eternal Cogmscr is there who 


zszz* c— ~ ~ *» tt 1 t 

(of the opponent's inference) is 1 unproven ’ (non-existent) For instance, tho 
first and second reasonings (set forth by the opponent) are open to the objee- 
tion that the corroborative Instance is beset with the defect of having its 
sobject unknown , as there is no such Cogmsor known as is tho object of tho 
i i-aotion ' of to-day and also of yesterday — As regards tho third reasoning, 
the Instance cited—* like the single Cognition ’ — is devoid of tho Probnndura 
and the Probans , because the ‘one Cognition ’ intended to be tho ‘I-notion’ 
of the cogmser connected with the same chfun,-— *and aJ^o to npportmn. 
to a single object, —is ‘ not proven * {not admitted by nil parties) Thus, 
on account of the two characters being ‘ unproven \ the Instance itself 


lias been declared to be ‘ unproven ’ 

Adduced indue course , — 1 e those Reasons that have been adduced «bo\ c , 
— in due course ' — according to the nature of the defect found m each — * Un- 
proven regarding then substratum \ — for instance, m tho first and second 
arguments, the Reasons adduced are * unproven regarding their substratum', 
as it is not admitted that there is any such object as * the Cogmser appre- 
hended by 1-notion ’ m the third argument, though the substratum is not 
‘unproven’, inasmuch as the ‘Cognitions’ which form the subject are vrell- 
reeogmsed entities,— yet, what 19 * not proven 1 m regard to them is the fact 
of their being qualified by a * Cogmser connected- with a single chain 
-^because it is well known that Cognitions are baseless (devoid of any basis 
m reality) This is tho reason why the Text has used the qualifying term, 
4 tn due course ' — (283-284) 


E»d of Mellon 7 (6) dealing vnth the ffim&msaWs Doctrine of the < Soul 



CHAPTER Vn. 


SECTION (C). 

The Sankhya doctrine of the. ' Soul’ (Spirit) 
COmiENTARY. 

The Text proceeds now to refute the * Soul ’ as postulated by the 
Sankhya — 

TEXTS (285-286). 

Others hold Chaitanga ' Sentience 1 to be distinct from the form 
of Buddhi, Intellect (Cognition) They postulate 1 Sentience ’ 
as the ‘ Spirit’s ’ own form , he only enjoys the fruits 
presented to hot by Primordial Matter , he is not 

THE * DOER ’ , THE CHARACTER OF ' DOER ’ IS HELD 
TO BELONG TO PRIMORDIAL MATTER 

alone — (285-286) 


COMMENTARY. 

. 0ther3 > the SBnkhyas They postulate the Spirit’s own form as consmt- 

rag of Ghaitanya, ‘ sentienoe '.-which is something different from Buddto (of 
the S&nlhya*, which is Cosm.c Intellect) , as their doctrine is that Buddhi is 
- nature of Primordial Matter, while Chaitanya is tho form of the Spirit 

» «» «*»» - <»> - ^ ■»" « 7 ; 

aented by Primordial Matter,— but he is not tho doer of tlw deeds, ns the 
8611 ^ j... - na i,i to belong to Primordial Matter alone, which 

"T J * 0» <**• «*■ I" "W”> I 1 "" 

contains withi MWine proof —Whatever is of tho nnturo of an 

d °«ecato ls^ound* to be for another’s purpose,— e g Beds and such things 
aggregate is fornid ^ ^ nature of aggregates , hence tins ,s a rca on 

the ®y e ° e { thing8 — and this ‘ another ’ is, by implication, the 

With the following TeNt proceed* the refutation of the said doctrine (of 
the SSulchyas) 
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TEXT (287) 

As REGARDS THIS DOCTRINE, IF ' SENTIENCE 1 IS HELD TO BE ONE ONLY, 

THEN HOW IS IT TEAT, IN THE COGNITIONS OF COLOUR, SOUND 
AND OTHER OBJECTS, WHAT IS CLEARLY PERCEIVED 
IS A FORM BESET WITH DIVERSITY ? — 

(287) 

COMMENTARY. 

To explain — When the Sanlhya says that “ Sentience is the Soul’s own 
form ”, what becomes postulated is that sentience is eternal and of one form, — 
inasmuch as it is non-diSerent from the Soul who is eternal and of one form. — 
This however is contrary to facts of perception , inasmuch as m the Cogni- 
tions of Colour, Sound and other things, what is clearly — distinctly — per- 
ceived, through their own Cognition itself — is a form beset with diversity, — x e 
a diverse character is perceived , — and this could not be possible if Sentience 
were only one — (287) 

The following Text shows that the said doctrme is open to the charge of 
being contrary to doctrines of the SSnhhya himself . — 

TEXT (288). 

If Sentience ’ is of one form and continues to exist for all tehe, 

then, how is rr eosseble for the Sentient Soul to be 

THE ENJOYER OF THINGS OF MANY KINDS ! — (288) 
COMMENTARY. 

The Soul is of one form, and yet the enjoyer of many kinds of things, 

this involves self-contradiction, specially as it cannot be distinguished 
from the state in which one is not the enjoyer, — (288) 

It might be argued that “ there is no self-contradiction, because of the 
presence of the desire to see and other characters ”. 

The following Text supplies the answer to this : — 


TEXT (289) 

The Desire to see’ and the like, which are diverse, do not 

OME INTO EXISTENCE AS FORMING THE BASIS OF THE SPIRIT’S 
EXPERIENCE , FOR, if THEY DID SO, THEN THE SOUL 

itself would be something produced — (289) 


COMMENTARY. 

fortvLw^cT art d°,ff ^ ^ ‘ deSure t0 see ’’ ‘ desils to hear ’ and 

13 different from one another,— be assumed to be the basis of 
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the Spirit’s experience, — then no such can come mto existence. If they did 
come into existence, then, — 1 e if they came mto existence as distinct from 
each other, — the Spirit also would be something produced, just like the 
‘ desire to see etc as it is non-different from these — (289) 

Tins same point is made clearer in the following . — 


TEXT (290) 

The ‘ Desire to see ‘ and the rest are hot anything distinct 
EKOai 1 Sentience ’ , and if this latter were liable to 

« APPEARANCE AND DISAPPEARANCE THEN THE SAME 
COULD NOT BE DENIED OF THE SOTFL — (290) 


COMMENTARY. 

If they were something entirely distinct, then there could he no such 
connection between them as that ‘these are his’ , as there is no benefit 
conferred which could be the basis of such connection 

< The same i e. the attributing of ‘appearance and disappearance 
This argument may be formulated as follows —When there lono basis 
for any restaction regarding the existence of a thmg, that thing should not 
be so restricted by any intelligent person.-*-* IU*a as havmg ama tonal 
Shape ; — on the case of the Spirit there is no basis, m the shape of Des.ro to 
see ^ and the restfor restricting the character of * being the expeneneer 
so that no reason is perceived for such restriction -Tlus Reason cann 
said to be ‘unproven’ ; as has been explamed already — 

For the followmg mason also the character of ‘expenencor’ cannot 
belong to the Soul, on the ground that it cannot be the doer 


TEXT (291) 

IF good and bad deeds are not done by the Soul, noar ™ cnt0M 
does this diversity in his experiences PROCEED ( 291 ) 

COMMENTARY 

of what has not been done ’, etc etc -(291 ) 

Tbe following Text states a likely answer from the other party - 
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If n BE TTRTiT) THAT — “ IT IS PRIMORDIAL MATTER, THAT BESTOWS THE 

EBUTTS, IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE DESIRES OF THE SOTTD ; AND 
tots RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE TWO STANDS LIKE THAT 
BETWEEN THE T i>OT. AND THE BLIND BEESONS ”, — 

[then the answer is as given m the 
following Text] — (292) 

COMMENTARY 

Though the Soul is not the doer of deeds, yet it is Primordial Matter that 
presents to him things, m accordance with his desires, and then he enjoys these 
things — So that there is none of the incongruity that has been urged. 

Question — “Primordial Matter bemg insentient, how can it be the 
Doer of good and had deeds, by virtue of which it brings about the fruits of 
deeds for the Soul according to his desires ?** 

Answer — This relationship , etc , just as the Blind man acts towards 
things, through his connection with the man with eyes, — so do the Cosmic 
Intellect and other * divergent ’ things perform the functions of ‘ deter- 
mining ’ and the rest towards such effects as Ment, etc., through their contact 
wilh the Soul, which is sentient.' — This has been thus asserted — “ The Soul 
serves the purpose of bringing about Perception (of Matter), and Prim- 
ordial Matter serves to bring about Liberation (of the Soul) ; the connec- 
tion between these two thus is like that between the Lame and the Blind , 
and creation (evolution) proceeds from this connection ’’ (Sankhydhdnkd , 
21 ).— ( 292 ) 

The above argument is answered in the following — 


TEXT (293). 

If that is so, then how is it that even when the desire sob the 
desired thing is there, ti is not fulfilled i Primordial 
Matter cannot stand in need of anything 
else — (293) 

COMMENTARY 

If what is meant is that Primordial Matter brings to the Soul the desired 
fruit of even such acts as he has not done, then how is it that, at all times, 
on the desire appearing for anything, the desires of all men do not become 
fulfilled I 

It might bo argued that — “ It does not become fulfilled because its cause 
u the form of Ment, is not present ” 
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i n f™> t w t - -*» * 

Oifforent from if , consequent lj it mast bo 1 " 0r ' “ nd as sueh non 

r ssai-'-i 
«• Sr 3ri* -“i'sift t* R r“" *-«- w k 

. Furtllcr ’ If Primordial Matter presents the thins to the fi„„i 

Tlus^Zt b ° nS, frf° J ard , lum 0S thB ‘ BD >°y* '■ «*>* * anmoTfiMe™ 

l nis is wiiat is pointed out in the foljon mg 


TEXTS (284-295) 

If, at the time of his enjoying a thing, thebe is so modification 
m THE Soul, — then he cannot be the enjeyer, son can 

PRIMORDIAL MATTER BE OF ANY SERVICE TO Wlr-Tf 
(ON THE OTHER HAND) THERE IS MODIFICATION IS HIM, 

THEN HIS ETEBNAHITY DISAPPEARS , AS ‘ MODIJI- 
oation ’ consists in becoming changed into 
something else , and how coded any sooh 

CHANGE BE POSSIBLE IF THE SoDL 
REMAINED IN THE SAME CONDITION 

always * — (294-295) 

COMMENTARY 

If the Soul is not made to undergo 1 modification ’ mto Joy and Sorrow 
due to Pleasure and Pam and so forth, — then he would be just like Alisha, and 
hence lie cannot be the JSnjoyer , and Primordial Matter also cannot he of any 
service to Mm, — [suoh is the construction of the Sentence) , — because no service 
can ho rendered to that which is unmodifiable — If then, it be admitted that 
the Soul is modifiable, — then there is the undesirable contingency of his losing 
his otemahty , because what we mean by the ‘ Non-etemahty ’ of a thing 
la that it does not remain in the same form always , and as this would be 
there, if the Soul were modifiable, how could he be eternal ? As what is 
meant by ‘ cternality ’ is that the thing should retain the same form always. 

— (204-295) 

The following text provides another explanation of the Soul being the 
i eajoyer ’ — from the standpoint of the other party 
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TEXTS (296-297). 

The following might be urged — “ First or aid the Cosine Intellect 

BECOMES EVOLVED IN THE FORM OF THE OBJECT , AND WHEW 
THIS OBJECT HAS BEEN ‘ DETERMINED UPON ’ (DEFINED) 

by Cosine Intellect, the Spirit attains it Thus 
his character of being the ‘ Enjoyer ’ is 

THROUGH THE APPEARANCE OF THE REFLECTION , 

and the Spirit never renounces his own 
nature ” — (296-297) 

COMMENTARY 

1 The Spirit is not held to the ‘ enjoyer ’ in the sense that he becomes 
modified , what is meant is that he becomes so by way of the appearance 
therein of the object * determined ’ by Cosmic Intellect That is to 
say, the object, first of all, enters as a reflected image in the mirror 
of Cosmic Intellect, — this reflected image of the object then becomes 
transferred into Spirit, which is the second reflecting mirror, and tins 
is what constitutes the Spirit being the ‘enjoyer’ (of the object), and 
not his undergoing modification By the mere transference of the reflected 
image, the Spirit does not renounce Ins own nature, because, like the 
Mirror ho remains just as he was— Thus, in the argument that was 
urged above (by the Buddhist against the Sanlhya) to the effect that 
what is non-differentiated from the non-onjoyer cannot be the enjoyer etc 
etc (under Test, 288 ) — the Reason is found to be * inconclusive ’ — ( 296 - 297 ) 

The answer to tins is supplied m the following— 


TEXT (29S) 

Our answer to this is as follows .-If the Reflection appears in 

THE SAME FORM (AS THE REFLECTING SUBSTANCE), THEN THE 

SA.m liability to appearance and disappearance ’ 

TAINS F, OK THE OTHER HAKE, IT IS DIFFERENT, 

then the Spirit cannot be the enjoyer — (298) 


COMMENTARY 

0i Ule 0bject 111 Cosm “ Intellect becomes 
m Spirit is non.d,ff P r?’/ h0 r ‘ ke ° Second m,rror ’~ now l£ this reflection 
' appearance and ° m ***! Spir!t ltseIf > the Spirit remains liable to 

he is non different appeorance Bs urged above , for the simple reason that 
applmnee a^nl Ment,fied Wth) thB BofleCt “ n ’ " - liable to 
the Reflection is w Ppaaran “ e If ’ oa t!le other hand the view held is that 
‘ onjover ’• as lus J” j dliierer ‘ t from f!le Spirit, then he cannot be the 

was when he " OUW , ^ **»»* m any way from what it 

enjot er — Noi can it be right to regard the Spirit’s 




199 


(C) SANKHYA DOCTRINE OF THE ' SOUL 

TEXTS (301-302) 

If it be argued that — “ inasmuch as Primordial Matter is equipped 
with Cosmic Intellect, all this cannot be incompatible 

WITH ns NATURE ”, — THEN, ON THE GROUND OF ITS BEING 
EQUIPPED WITH INTELLECT, IT WOULD HAVE TO BE 

possessed of Sentience also, — like the Sentience 
in Spirits Because * Intellect ’, ‘ Volition 
‘Consciousness’, ‘Peeling’, ‘Knowing’, — 
ail this is expressive of Sentience , — 

(301-302) 


COMMENTARY 

‘ All this ’ — t e acting in accordance with the Spirit’s * desire to see ’ and 
the rest , — ‘ its nature ’ — its character of Primordial Matter. — What is meant 
is this-—" Even though Primordial Matter is not of the nature of Sentience, 
yet it is equipped with Cosmic Intellect winch is of the nature of ‘ deter- 
mination ’ and thus it eau know of the Spirit’s * desire to know ’ etc., and act 
accordingly , so that there is no incongruity at all ”. 

The answer to this is that on the ground of its being equ ipped with Intellect, 
etc etc. That is to say, if it is admitted that Primordial Matter is equipped 
With Intellect, then it should have to be regarded ns endowed with Sentience 
abo, hke the Spirit ; as ‘ Suddhi ’ (Intellect) etc era only so many synonyms 
o Sentience’. Per instance, that which is of the nature of light and has 
,° Wrl ^ ltS ° ,f and Shmes “ do P°ndonUy of all else, is ‘Sentience’; 
52 f PreS6nt m Budm (InteHect > als °i ***■ then should 

wo do Z T Eame as SenttenK 1 s P etaa «y apart from Intellect, 

distinotnati 

“ * h " ““ B "* m 


TEXT (303) 

C °Odour'' T T^tf ' JIUST BB OTSE}mENT BY ras nature, like Sound 

’ . ' AKD 0IHEK THINGS, — ON ACCOUNT OF THE TWO 

ons of being produced and being perishable ” 

IF THIS BE FOUR view— [ then the answer is as 
stated in the following Test) — ( 303 ) 

COMMENTARY 

lsed biftfeWt 5 "TT”* 18 fOTmulated thus — " Weaver is character. 

eter of being produced, being perishable, and the like, —must 
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Matter is eternal, and there can ha no other cause except itself,— it cannot 
be right to regard its Potency as only occasionally active, on account of being 
dependent upon certain causes operating only occasionally. Nor can it be 
right to regard the said Potency of Primordial Matter to be inherent m it ; 
for, if that were so, then as the Cause in its perfect form -would be always 
present, the entire purpose of all men, in the form * prosperity ’ and ‘ highest 
good % -would be brought about all at once — (304) 


It might be argued that — “There may be non-difference between Cosmic 
Intellect and Sentience , even so the fact of its being Spirit remains undenied ” — 
The answer to this is given m the following — 


TEXTS (305-306) 

There is ho harm ho he to us by the mere application of the term 
* Spirit ’ to Sentience , -what we assert is that its eternahty 

IS DIFFICULT TO PROVE , BECAUSE THE EYE AND OTHER 

things serve a fruitful pubpose If Sentience 

"WERE EVERLASTING, THEN ALL SUCH THINGS AS THE 

Eye and the rest would be useless , e g there 

WOULD BE NO USE FOR THE FUEL IF FlRE 
WERE EVERLASTING — (305-306) 

COMMENTARY 

What we deny is not merely the applying of the same * Spirit ’ to Sentience ; 
what we do deny is the property of * eternahty * that is imposed upon it — 
Whj ’ • Because such things as the Eye, the Eight, the Mind and the like serve 
a fruitful purpose* Otherwise, if Sentience were everlasting — eternal — then 
the Eye and the rest would be entirely useless , as the only purpose served by 
these is the bringing about of Sentience (Cognition) ; and there can be no bring- 
ing about of what is eternal — An example is cited. There would be etc , 

“7 1 6 ^ ro were everlasting, then people would not fetch fuel for the lighting 
of fire 

From all this it follows that Sentience cannot be Eternal (305-306) 


f# ^ lot]ier put forward by the SdnJchya (m Kanlcd 17) is that 

all composite things are found to be for another’s use ” — The author pro- 
ceeds to examine who this * another * is . — 
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TEXTS (307-310). 

The pact of the Eye etc. being fob 'another's „ 

«r irt-c zrr r =£= 

f*"™ BY this to prove that they serve THE r-rmposB or 

S01 ™ G ELSE ™ * CAPABLE OF SAW ^ ” 
PROPERTIES froduoed in it,— then what is sought to be 
proved is already admitted , inasmuch as the said Eye 

Ont I ^L ADM 1TTEI> BT ra T0 BE HEM>Fra ' T0 OoGsmon 
On the other hand, if it is meant to prove that they are 

HELPFUL TO SOMETHING THAT IS Until odljltlble, — THEN THE REASONING 
IS OPEN TO THE FALLACY OF THE CORROBORATIVE INSTANOE 
BEING DEVOID OF THE PROBANDUM , AS THE HUNGS CITED AS 
THE INSTANCE ARB ALSO HELPFUL ONLY TO WHAT IS MOBILE 

(perishable) —Lastly, if what is jieant to be proved is 

MERELY THE VAGUE GENERAL FACT OF THEIR BEING HELPFUL TO 
'ANOTHER',— EVEN SO, THE REASON WOULD BE SUPERFLUOUS , AS 
THEY ARE ALREADY ADMITTED ID BE HELPFUL TO THE SICNP 

(307-310) 

QOMMBtHTASY 


The ‘ another ’ that is meant., — (ee) is it one capable of having additional 
properties produced in it 7— or (6) one incapable of having ouch additional 
properties produoed, and hence utmodifiabh I — or (c) wliat is meant to 
he proved is the mere vague fact of 'being for another’s purpose’, 
which is pleasing enough so long as it is not examined 7 — Those ere tho tliroo 
alternatives possible 

Under the first alternative (a), the reasoning proves wlint is already 
admitted, as we also admit that the Eyo etc. are helpful to Cognition, 
as ia clear from the statement that * That Cognition which originates from tho 
Eye and the Colours is Fiwif Perception, and that Cognition which 
originates from tho whole body and tho touchable things is Bodily 
(Tactile) perception ’ 

Under tho second alternative (li), tho Benson is 1 contradictory tins 
is what is shown in the text 309 If the Eyo, etc arc meant to bo proved 
as helpful to something that is unmodifiablo (eternal), then ns tho Ronson 
is found, in the instance cited, to be concomitant with tho contrary of tho 
Probandum, it becomes ‘Contradictor;’ , because the Bod and othor things 
(cited as instances) are actually found to be helpful to what is mobile, i e , 
non-eternal , m as much as it is impossiblo to add to the properties of wlint 
is unmochjiable 

(c) lastly if these alternatives are excluded, and what is meant to lie 
proved is merely the vague general fact of * being for nnofhcr'B purpose 
even so it would he proving what is already admitted, ns tho Etc and the 
rest ere actually admitted (by us) to bo helpful to the Mind If Die Mind 
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also is included m the Probandum (along with the Eye etc ), as held by the 
Naiyayibis, even so, what you desire is not proved, as you do not hold the 
Spirit to be other than the Mind. Nor does the argument prove v, hat is wanted 
by the Naiyiiyilas , because it is already admitted that the Eye and the 
rest are ‘for another's purpose’, in the sense that they are helpful to one 
another , specially as the notion of ‘ another ' is purely relative, like the notion 
of * near and far 

Then again, the ‘ composite character ’ that is assumed m the Mind 
is actually there, inasmuch as it takes m the help rendered by several causes , 
and to this extent your reason would be ‘unproven’ also (if the Mind also 
is included among ‘ the Eye and the rest ’) — (307-310) 


End of the Examination of the Sankhya Doctrine of ' Soul 



CHAPTER VII. 

SECTION (D) 

The Doctrine of ‘Soul ’ according to the Digamhara Jamas 


COMMENTARY 

The Author now proceeds to refute the ‘ soul ’ postulated by the Dig- 
ambara (Jama) — 

TENT (311) 

The Jamas, like the Mimamsahas, assert that the Person (Soot.) 

IS CHARACTERISED ST ' SENTIENCE ’ , THAT, IN THE NORM 

of ‘ Substance it is inclusive, and in the form of 
‘ Successive Factors it is exclusive — (311) 


COMMENTARY 

‘ Jamas ’,18, the Digambaras —They assert as follows — “ The Soul 
rs characterised by Sent ience only , and m the form of Substance, it remains the 
same under all states, and as suoli is ‘ inclusive ’ (comprehensive) in its nature ; 
while in the form ot successive factors, being distinct with eaoh state, it is 
* exclusive ’ m its nature Hus two-fold character of the Soul is cognised 
by direct Perception, and hence does not stand m need of being proved by 
other proofs Thus that ‘Sentience ’ which is found to eontimio to exist 
through all the states, even though these states ore diverse, in the forms of 
Pleasure and the rest, -is ‘substance’ , whde the ‘successive factors con- 
sist of the diverse states which appear one after the other . and all these 
are distinctly perceived " 

Such is the view of the other party (the Digamhara Jamas) [ > 

The refutation of this view proceeds with the following— 

TEXT (312) 

UNDER THIS VIEW ALSO, IF THE unmodified SUBSTANCE IS CONNECTED 
Successive Factors, then there is no ~e.ce 
(CHANGE) IN IT, AND, IN THAT CASE, IT COHLD > 
t.tiw,h TO MODIFICATION — WM 


COMMENTARY 


„„ olhle (a) The Substanco that exists in the 

There are two opinions possible U factors m its 

form of Sentience may be connected with the 
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£otm ' m KEtr rsSrftaic i o’ 

or (bjitis character to been abandoned If tins 

in a form in t y vere lS disappearance of the oternfthty 

stE,?. •■ -•: - 

„ h(m „ e as between the preceding and succeeding states, so that the senti- 
ence mold not 6e mu to , i a . ^ has to be 

tote , as ‘mediation is o£ the nature of ' change ’, becoming somethmg 
else And yet it is held to be modifiable. The argument may bo for- 
mulated as follows —When a thing cannot be differentiated between its 
preceding and succeeding states, it cannot be regarded as modifiable, eg. 
the Akasha , Sentience is not differentiated at all m any state ; so that 
the wider oharacter being absent (the narrower one must be denied) —(312) 


In the following texts, it is urged from the standpoint of the Jama 
that the reason juBt put forward is 1 unproven ’, ' not admitted ' 


TEXTS (313-315). 

“ Wren Sentience is spoken or as ’ one it is -with reference to 
Spaoe, Time and Nature, when it is spoken of as ‘ dif- 
ferent rr is with reference to Number, Characteristic, 
Name and Junction.— ‘When we speak of the 'Jar’ (Singular) 
and its ‘Colour and the rest’ (Plural), there is difference of 
‘Number’ and ‘Name’, these is also difference of ‘nature ’, 

INASMUOH AS ‘ INCLUSIVENESS ’ (COMPREHENSIVENESS) IS THE 
NATURE OF THE Substance Jar, WHILE ‘ EXCLUSIVENESS ’ (DISTM- 
BUHVENES5) IS TEE NATURE OF THE Successive Factors IN THE 
form of Colour and the rest , and there is difference also of 
FUNCTION ’ , INASMUCH AS THE PURPOSES SERVED BE THE TWO 
ARE DIFFERENT. — SIMILARLY BETWEEN THE * SUBSTANCE ’ AND THE 

* Successive Jaotobs — Thus Substance is not absolutely 
undifferentiated, as it does become differentiated in the 
form OF the Successive Factors.”— (313-315) 

COMMENTARY 

If the Substance were absolutely different from the successive factors, 
then no differentiation m it would be possible j because, on the ground of 
* 8B a °n-difference regarding place, time and nature, the two are held to 
be one and the same ; as a matter of fact, however, the two are different as 
regards number and other factors ; for instance, the difference regarding 
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number is that whilo the substance is one, the successive factors ore many , that is, 
tho Substance is characterized by the number ‘ one while the Successive 
Factors — Pleasure and tho rest — are characterized by the number ' many ’ , 
tho nature of tho two also is different inasmuch as the Substance is ‘ oom- 
prohonsivo ’ m naturo, whilo the Successive Factors are * distributive ’ (ex- 
olusivo) The term ‘ sanjh& ’ stands for Name ; and ‘ artha ’ for actum, 
function. This has boon thus stated — ‘Between the qualified and the 
qualification, there is non-difference, due to non-difference m their place, 
timo and naturo, but thoro is difference due to difference m their number, 
name, naturo and function, as is found between the Jar and its Colour and 
othor properties ’ , that is, between the Jar and its Colour, etc , there is non- 
difforonco regarding place, etc , while the Jar is different from Colour etc , 
logardmg number, etc , e g the Jar is one while its properties. Colour and 
tho rost, are mn ay. Thero is difference in their name also while the one 
is named ‘ Jar ’, tho other is named 1 Colour and the rest \ There is differ- 
ence rogardmg their nature also while the Substance, m the shape of the Jar, 
etc, is comprehensive m its nature, the Successive Factors, Colour 
ate , are distributive There is difference m thou- function also : the Jar 
servos tho purpose of containing water, while Colour and the rest serve the 
purpose of lending colour to the doth and so forth 

What lias boon said above (regarding the Jar and Colour etc ) should be 
understood to hold respecting the substance ‘ Soul’ which is of the nature 
of • Sentience ’ and the Successive Factors, * Pleasure, Pain and tho rest In 
this case, the difference of 'function’ should be understood » 

The function performed by Sentience is the ‘apprehension of things , 
SLTmt performed by Pleasure, Pam, etc is happiness. and 

, _ , i itin Tmri,. in the words BupSdayan, . ■ 


££? S. b.„, y sr. 

constitutes the * difference of func ions , an i ^ g erence 0 j -nature’ One 

hensivenessandBmtobutivmess . similarly between the 

2 SSiTt- - 316) ’ andonotte 6en - 

teucc begins with the terms ” the fallacy of being ‘ unproven • 

• Thus the Substance, etc. , this sumsup ^ ^ Jmm) ^ „ 

m tho Reason (put forward y ncg M not absolutely undifferentiated, 

meant is that, as shown above, t through the diversity in the 

( 313 - 316 ) 


true 


-■ - i ” v,a ” a * 


the 


following-— 
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TEXT {316). 

■ One-ness ’ (Sameness, Identity) consists in non-difference of nature 

•WEEK THEBE IE THIS ‘ ONE-NESS ’ (BETWEEN TWO THINGS), 
THEN ‘ DIFFERENCE ’ (BETWEEN THEM) WOULD BE HARD TO 
TROVE IN ANT WAY , AS IN THE CASE OF THE FORMS OF 

the Successive Factors themselves. — (316) 


COMMENTARY. 

Even, admitting that there is non-dtjjference between the ‘ Substance ’ 
and the ‘Successive Factors’, — such being the case, the ' non-difference ’ 
should be absolute , how then could there be ‘ difference ’ between them, which 
is the contradictory of * non-difference ’ 1 It cannot be right to affirm and deny 
a thing, — affirmation anddenialbemgmutually contradictory. For instance, 
when two things ore spoken of as 1 one ’, what is meant is that there is ‘ non- 
differenc&m their nature (character)', — -thiB 1 non -differ on CO 1 being inseparable 
from * negation of difference ’ j and when there is such • non-difference of 
character' (between the 'substance’ and the ‘successive factors’), how 
could there be, at the same time, ‘ difference which is the negation of 1 non- 
differenee ’ f This argument may be formulated as follows —In a case 
where there is non-difference between two things, there can ho no room for 
difference, which is the contradictory of ‘ non-difference ’ j eg as is found 
in the case of the same * successive faetors ’ and the ‘ substance in regard 
to the specific individuality of each, where there is non-difference of character , 
and between ‘ substance ’ and ‘ successive factors ’, non-difference] is clearly 
present (hence there is perception of what is contrary to the Probandum 
ie. difference).— (316) 


, _ Th, “ m ™ allty ' there boin g non-difference between ' Substance ’ and the 
iWssve Factors there cannot he any difference between them as regards 
characteristics ’ also j this is what is shown m the following— 


TEXTS (317-318) 

THE FA0x™n"’ r S ‘ STOSTJUroE ’ 'Successive 

otobs being not-figurative (IE Real), the « Substance ’ 

distributive (Exclusive), like the forms 
of the Successive Factors ’ ; or those ‘ Successive 
factors ’ themselves should be comprehensive 

IN THEIR CHARACTER, UKF. THE ‘ SUBSTANCE 
BECAUSE THE one-ness of these with 
’ Substance ’ is duly established. 

—(317-318) 

COMMENTARY. 

When a thing 13 non-different from another thins which m * — 

“ ltS *•*«« also must be exclusive; as V tSj, 
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of the Successive Factors themselves , — and Substance is non-different from 
the Successive Factors, v,hich are exclusive , so that there is a natural reason 
(for the Substance also being exclusive) — Or (the argument may bo stated in 
another form) — When a thing is non-different from another v Inch is mclusnem 
character, the former also must be inclusive , eg the form of tlio ‘ Substanco 
and the ‘ Successive Factors ’ in the form of Pleasure, etc are non different 
from the ‘ Substance ’ which is inclusive , hence this is a natural reason (for 
regarding these as inclusive) If this were not so, then as the fate befalling 
them would be different, the two would have to be regarded as different 

There is also an argument which annuls the contrary of the conclusion, 
m the form that — “if things possessed of contradictory properties could 
be regarded as one, there could be an end to all business " — (317—318) 


TEXT (319) 

From am, tuts it miaows that there is no such easting ' Substance ’ 

AS THE ‘ SotTA ’ AND THE MERE , BECAUSE THEY ABE NOT DIFFERENT 

eboji the ‘ Successive Factors iake the form 
of the * Successive Factors ’ themselves (319) 

COMMENTARY 

The phrase ‘ and the hie 1 is meant to include the Jar, Grams and other 
things — (319) 

The following text sets forth the upshot of tlio second, 'indirect’, 
proof — 


TEXT (320) 

None or the ■ Successive Factors ’ aiho can be beset with ‘ atpear. 
Ice and disappearance ’.—because they are nos- 
1 Substance V-*«* the^unest 
form of the ‘ Substance —(aau) 

COMMENTARY 

t.. « «-* " 

stance’ m view of t o aTgum , disappearance, there can be no nb an 
to be beset with appearance an » coropolul d •mytatma i* to b< 

of the Probandum m the . UJlg . th o eternal form-nature- 

taken as a Kamaiharay , fortlv ’ (320) 

,n the shape of Substance and so forth 


The following Text clinches the argument - 
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TEXT (321). 

__ , mrrrTED EITHER THAT THEBE IS 

Foe this reason it should ^ JS jerji anent 

a “Z>m . «**— “» *" 

EXIST IS AST SMOTE THING — (oAI) 

COMMENTARY. 

« - -7-r^r.irsri r 

cepnon are present, and hence it should he treated as non-existent . This 
is what is explained in the following 


TEXT (322) 

As A MATTES. OF FACT, THEBE IS NO PERCEPTION OF * SUBSTANCE WHICH 
SHOULD BE PERCEPTIBLE, AS SOMETHING PERMEATING THROUGH 
(AND COMPBEHENSIVE OF) THE ‘ SUCCESSIVE FACTORS , 

-hence it cannot be begarded as existing, 

— like THE ‘ Sky-lotus ’.--(322) 

COMMENTARY. 

This shows that the statement that “ The Soul, in the form of Substance, 
is permeating through the ‘ Successive Factors’, is apprehended by perception 
itself ” ib not true , because as a matter of fact, no such substanco as Soul 
is perceived to appear, in that comprehensive (all-embracing) form, in any 
such Cognition as is admitted (by all parties) to be ' Sense-perception’. — (322) 

Question — “If it is so, — i.e , if there is no such substance as ‘Soul’, 
apart from the ' Successive F&otors ’, — how do the distinctions of Number 
etc come about 1 “ 

The Answer is provided m the following — 


TEXT (323). 

Is tact, Things abb capable of diverse fruitful actions , — -they 

Abe CAUSES OF THE NOTIONS OF ‘ SIMILARITY ’ AND THE BEST ; 

— AND THEY ABE AMENABLE TO CONVENTIONAL VERBAL 
EXPRESSIONS CONNOTING SUCH TEENQS — (323) 

COMMENTARY. 

The ‘fruitful actions of the 'successive factors’, Colour etc are 
‘ diverse ’ — of various lands — distinguished as similar and dissimilar; — the 
H 
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‘ similar ’ actions aio the Holding of water and the like, and the 1 dissimilar ’ 
actions are the colouring of cloth, the bringing about of visual perception and 
the like , — of these actions, the ‘ Successive Factors ’ are capable Thus is 
the compound to be analysed As regards the ‘similar action’, all tho 
‘ Successive Factors ’ are used simultaneously , lienee in order to indicate 
their common causal efficiency, — even though there is no common identical 
Substance permeating through them, and even though they are different 
from each other, yet — they are spoken of by means of the single term 'Jar’, 
as being one m number , and when it is intended to indicate tho dissimilar 
specific actions of each of the ‘ Successive Factors ’, they are spoken of by 
means of words expressive of the plural number , — it is in this way that tho 
diversity in number, as also diversity m action (purpose) is explamod. 

“ How then is there diversity of 'characteristics ? ” 

They are causes of the notions, etc etc — The things. Jar e g , become 
< causes of notions of similarity ’, when under all conditions, of baked, un 
baked, etc , they are conceived of as 1 Jar ’ and ‘ Jar ’ only,— being apprehen- 
ded as objects of indeterminate cognitions as oven though they are destroyed 
every momont, they are produced at each succeeding moment as particular 
things, but of similar shape. But when they become produced in the different 
colours of dark , red, and the like, they become 1 causes of notions of dis- 
similarity ’. Thus even in the absence of any simple comprehensive entity 
permeating through them, the things become the oauses (basis) of notions of 
similarity and dissimilarity, and thereby come to be regarded as ‘ comprehen- 
sive ’ and * exclusive ’ in character, and thus the diversity of character 

becomes established. , , 

The term ' adi' in the compound ‘tulyadi’ is meant to include tho 

• atulya \ ‘ notions of dissimilarity ^ 

“ To what then is the diversity m Name due ? 

‘They are amenable etc'-’ Such things’, -i o things hko Colour, winch 
are capable of diverse fruitful actions and arc causes of «*«••* iZchconven- 
dissimilarity, such things 

txonal verbal expressions as Jar and Colour , 
are amenable to such verbal expressions (names) —(6Z6) 

Thus what is proved by Perception is the fact that things arc 
■ So J’, -this is what, by way of recapitulation, is pointed out m 

following — 

TEXT (324) 

established 


henoe fobs 


COMMENTARY. 


own nature ' only — » ® 
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them — because for an eternal entity, any fruitful action, either simultaneous 
or consecutive, is incompatible In fact, fruitful action m the case of tilings 
is possible only when they are liable to ' appearance and disappearance 
Thus, through Inference also, it becomes established that those things which 
are capable of fruitful action are ‘ without Soul ’, this being indicated by their 
mere existence — (324) 

Against what the Buddhist has said under Text 322 above, the author an- 
ticipates the following objection from the opponent’s (Jama’s) standpoint : — 


TEXT (325) 

It might be urged that — “ what exists is the mixed form or the 
‘ Substance ’ and the ‘ Successive Factors — because it 

IS HELD TO BE DUAL IN EORM, BUT TWPAWWE, — T.Tgn 

Nara - svmha .” — (325) 


COMMENTARY. 

‘ Mixed’ —joined together ; that is why the form of the ' Substance ’, 
though existent, is not perceived —The next sentence explains the reason 
for its being thus ’mixed’ m character Because it w held to be etc i e. 
because the Soul and other things, though dual m form, are held to be im- 
parhte, like Narasimha , and because the Soul is unparfate, therefore it exists 
m the joint dual form, and hence is not perceived separately (325) 

That this assertion (of the Jama) mvolves self-contradiction is pointed 
out in the following — 

TEXT (326) 

The assertion that ’ a certain thing is of dual form ’ can bb 

BASED ON THE EXISTENCE OF SEVERAL THINGS,— BECAUSE THE 

term ‘form’ connotes nature — (326) 


vjvimuj2iix iAK X. 

contridSo '!Z S ZL7T' te '• then ' t0 speak o£ 14 ** form ■ is a 

the existence of several ““ a , 3S6rtl0n oan be based upon 

rupa >, ■ of dual farm > wIl t g ’ bsoause wh0 n a thmg is spoken of as ‘ dm- 

and o™ ‘^^ofeums-twonatures ’ , 
deprive it of Us o ^L whT nBte "*« as that ™dd 

two/o^ao^uraLraud lt th 7 ^ ™ ^ that there are 

and that for the r * k ^ there 18 a sm S k entity with two forms ■ 
ate mutually "" - 

-tstssssL'ssir - - - - ■« 
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TEXT (327) 

Narasimha also cannot be one and also of ‘ deal nature ’ , as 
He is perceived as such because He is an aggregate of 
MANY ATOMS — (327) 1 

COMMENTARY 

What is meant by ‘ also ’ is that it is not only the thing under dispute 
that cannot be * of dual form ’ ‘ He ' — i e Narasinha — ‘ as such ’, through 

the diverse oharacter of the parts of his body, and also through His occupying 
larger spaco , otherwise Ho would not appear as He does If even a small 
part— of the size of the fly’s leg — of His body were concealed. He would be 
hidden to that extent 

Tins same argument also sets aside the fact of His being of the Colour of 
the Emerald 

All this we are going to explam in detail under the ohapter on 1 The 
Refutation of the Composite Whole ’ 


Bind of Ohapter on the Jama 'Doctrine of the Soul’. 



CHAPTER VII. 

SECTION (E). 


The ‘ Advaita ‘ Doctrine of the Soul 
COMMENTARY. 

Others, upholding the Adiaita (Monistic) system of Philosophy, who are 
followers of the Upaniqads, postulate the 1 Soul * to be Eternal, One and 
of the nature of Consciousness, which appears in the form of the illusory modi- 
fications of Earth etc — This is the view set forth in the following Texts — 


TEXT (328) 

Others assert that — “ The Earth, Eire, Water etc. are the 

ILLUSORY MODIFICATIONS OF ETERNAL CONSCIOUSNESS, AND 
THIS IS WHAT CONSTITUTES THE ‘ SOUL ’ ” — (328) 

COMMENTARY. 

This is what constitutes the Soul — That is, the Soul is of the naturo of 
one Eternal Consciousness of which Earth etc. are illusory modifications. 
— ‘ Others ’ — i e. the followers of the XJpamgads — (328) 

Question — ‘ What is the proof of this ? ’ — The answer is given in the 
following — 


TEXT (329) 

There is nothing in this world which is endowed with the 
character of apprehensibility , and all this is held to be 

THE ILLUSORY MODIFICATION OF CONSCIOUSNESS ” — (329) 
COMMENTARY 

t Apart from Consciousness (Cognition), Earth etc. are not found 
to fulfil the conditions of * apprehensibility ’, — whereby they could appear 
(bo perceived) as composites , — and Atoms do not exist (for the Vedantm) , 
lonce, by implication, it is concluded that Earth etc are merely so many 
reflections m Consciousness 

Th is ’ i e Earth and the rest — (329) 

The above view of the Vedantm is controverted in the following 
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TEXTS (330-33 1 ) 

The error in the view of these philosophers is a slight one, — 

DUE ONLY TO THE ASSERTION OF ETERNALITY (OF CoGNEnON) , 
AS DIVERSITY IS CLEARLY PERCEIVED IN THE COGNITIONS OF 

Colour, Sound and other things — If all these 

COGNITIONS WERE ONE, THEN, COLOUR, SOUND, TASTE 
AND OTHER THINGS WOULD BE COGNISABLE ALL AT 
ONCE , AS IN AN ETERNAL ENTITY THERE CAN 
• BE NO DIFFERENT STATES — (330-331) 


COMMENTARY 

■ The error is a slight one — as they postulate only Cognition (Conscious- 
ness, as the only entity), winch is quite reasonable 

" if that is so, then what is even the ‘ slight error ’ m their view 1 ” 

It is due to the assertion of ‘ elernahty ’ 

“ But why should not the acceptance of ' eternality ’ be reasonable ? ” 
Answer — Diversity is clearly perceived etc etc , — ‘ Eternality ’ connotes 
remaining in the same stale always, and * non-eternahty ’ connotes not remain- 
ing m the same state always , and as a matter of fact, the Cognition that mani- 
fests (apprehends) Colour, Sound and other things is not found to he in one 
and the same slate always .—actually it appears at one time as manifesting 
Colour an d at another tune, as manifesting Sound and other things, m a certain 
order of sequence Under the circumstances, if all these things, Sound and 
the rest, were manifested by a single Eternal Cognition, then all of them 
would appear (be Cognised) simultaneously, like the faedsphead of variegated 
colol L tho Cognition manifesting them would (« hypothesi) be always 

th6I I t may be held that “the Cognition of Sound and other things are 
different ■ states ’ of it appearing one after the other,-so that the apprehen- 

Kina of Sound etc could not be simultaneous _ , 

The answer to this is-' In an Eternal Entity there can be no different 

same way as the States are hable , or, If on the other hand, the states 
eternal, like the Entity to which t ey S belong, then there can be no 
are different from the entity to w - ^ ^ benefit conferred by 

,dea of the states belonging to £ ^ Gtate3 b emg d.fferont from 

the one on the other , and this doctrine that the eternal Cogm- 

the Cognitions) would also be oonWmy ° the 
turn is the only one Entity -(330-SS1! 

, J could bo known either 
Further, if the Eternal Cogwtionexi • Eot be known through 
through Perception or through Inference, that 
Perception is shown in the following 
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TEXT (332) 

Cognition on Consciousness is never apprehended as anything 

DISTINCT FROM THE COGNITIONS OF COLOUR AND OTHER THINGS , 
AND INASMUCH AS THESE LATTER UNDERGO VARIATIONS 
EVERY MOMENT, -WHAT REMAINS THERE THAT COULD 
BE LASTING (PERMANENT, ETERNAL) » — (332) 


COMMENTARY. 


As amatter of fact, apart from the Cognitions of Colour etc , which appear 
one after the other, we do not apprehend any lasting Consciousness, eternal 
and one, whereby it could he held to be known through Perception — 
Then, inasmuch as it is well known that the Cognitions of Colour and other 
things ore apprehended one after the other, and are destroyed every moment 
—it has to bo explained what remains there that is non-different from those 
Cognitions 5 Thus, inasmuch as there is no apprehension of an}' such 
Cognition, which would be apprehended if it were there,— it cannot but 
be regarded as ' non-existent This is what the Text means 

Nor can it be held that the said Eternal Cognition is known through 
Inference. Because such an Inference wonld be based either upon the nature 
of the Cognition itself, or upon that of its effects. It cannot he the former, 
as there is nothing which can prove that such is the nature of the said Eternal 
Logmtion ; on the contrary, there is Perception itself whiehpreeludes any such 


p, th6 d00trm0 that * world is the illusory modification of the 

Eternal Consciousness ’ is not right.- 


.r.J^T “f" 1 ' under tlus doctnne, the notions of ‘Bondage’ and 
Liberation are not possible -This is what is shown m the following— 




Tm !!™ E 4° “f™* “ Cognition as * wrong * and * right • 
nr the Soul consists of a single (eternal) Cognition ; 

HOW THEN CAN THERE BE ANY ‘BONDAGE’ AND 
4 liberation * ? — (333) 


WMMJSSSTAH.X. 

with differenT^wlf 3 ^ T"" Co 5 nit ion is in perpetual flux, different 
* Bondage and Libemt' l “ dergome VEnatloM ln » senes,— the notion of 
about of a 18 qmte reason[lble ' as being due to the coming 

of yoga, grad™,h r ZT °T' ^ ^ tbr ™S h the »ce 

impure cognitions C LT f« P “f CogIutlons oommg about, the senes of 
16 final ( ° f ■ Llberntjon 5 is attained; and 
p atL,berat,on bec °™« fruitful. — For you, on the other hand. 
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tho * Soul ’ is of the nature of one Eternal Cognition , how then can there be 
any ' Bondage ’ and ‘ Liberation ’ for such a Soul ? Because if the one Cogni- 
tion is eternally wrong, then, as there could be no other state for it, there 
could be no possibility of * Liberation on the other hand, if the one Cognition 
were eternally right, then os it would be alwajs pure, there could be no 
‘ Bondago ’ — As regards our doctrine, the Cognition is held to be defective 
(wrong) or pure (right), in accordance with the varying character of the 
Senes (in winch it appears), and hence the notion of ‘ Bondage and Liberation ’ 
is ontirelv reasonable This has been thus declared — * Cognition ib defective 
and free from dofects, beset with impurities and free from impurities , if it 
were never impure , then all embodied bemgs would be always liberated , if it 
were never pure , then the attempt to secure Liberation would be fruitless*. 
—(333) 


If it be held that ‘Bondage and Liberation are only assumed, not real ', — 
then it becomes necessary to explain the basis of this assumption "What 
this basis is under the doctrine of ‘ Cognitions being non-eternal ’ has been 
shown above Thus the Effort — in the form of the contemplation of Truth, 
—that you put forth for the attaining of the * Ultimate Ann ’ and for passing 
beyond the cycle of Birth and Death, can only lead to futile fatigue —This 
is shown in the following — 

TEXTS (334-335) 


What could the Mystic set aside ob accomplish: b r thbj^icitob 
of Yoga ? What too is thebe that could be bejected 
A s Wrong Cognition also is of the hatcbe of be same 
teema Cognition) -2he Knowledge of Truth aiso 

OUBW BE SOMETHING TO BE BROUGHT ABOUT ; AS, 

being of the nature of Cognition, it is always 
thebe —So that the enotie Practice of Yoga 
also is entirely fruitless —(334-335) 


COMMENTABY 

it, „ r m ,«!.«« - *•*“»*> TtZlTto™ 

aboofc, “V tb,ag ^?' enl ^ 0 ^t^LMMe ir 

never set aside Wrong gm reason it cannot be rejected ; 

of the nature of Eternal ^ ^ jte rejection is 

isz «- " - — 

(334-335) 



CHAPTER Vn. 


SECTION (F) 

The Doctrine of ' Soul ’ according to Vatsiputnyas 
COMMENTARY. 

The Author proceeds to refute the doctrine of ‘ Pud gala ’ (Soul) set up 
by the Vatsiputnyas 


TEXT (336). 

Some people 'who beqakd 'themselves as ' Pauddhas ’ describe the 
Soul BV THE NAME OP ‘ P iui gala- AND deolaee it to be 

NEITHER THE SAME AS, NOB. DIFFERENT FROM — (THE 

Skandhas, Thought-phases) — (336) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Some people — the Vatsiputnyas — Though these people regard 
themselves as ‘Saugatas’, — sons of Sugata, Buddha, — yet, under the 
pretended name of ‘ Pudgala % they postulate the * Soul which cannot be 
said to be either the ‘ samo as or ‘ different from the * thought-phases ’ 
The question arising as to how persons, who admit their bemg ‘ Sons ’ of the 
Blessed Buddha who has taught the doctime of * No-Soul have wedded 
themselves to a false view of ‘ Soul ’, — the Author answers it in a joking 
spirit, by the term ‘ who regard themselves as Bauddhas 

The character of the ‘ Soul ’ is held to he as follows —(a) He who is the 
doer of the diverse good and bad deeds, (b) the enjoyer of the agreeable and 
disagreeable fruits of his deeds, and (c) who moves from the pomt of the 
abandonment of the preceding Thought-phase to the pomt of the assuming 
of another Thought-phase, and is also the Experiences — is the Soul — All 
this is held to be true (by the Vatsiputnyas) of them * Pudgala ’ also, the 
only difference is in Tegard to the name — (336) 


Question —'What is the reason for regarding the Pudgala as ■ incapable 
pkusesf °* ' ^ eit ^ 8r as t * ie Bame as, OT ®s different from, the Thought- 

The answer is given m the following — 
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TEXT (338). 

These people should be told that (according to -what they have 
said), the Pudgala cannot be regarded as existing in 

REALITY , — BECAUSE IT IS INCAPABLE OE BEING SPOKEN 
OE EITHER AS THE SAME OR AS DIFFERENT (FROM 

Thought-phases) , — just like the ‘ Sky-lotus ’ 
and such non-entities —(338) 


COMMENTARY 

The argument may be formulated as follows • — -That which is incapable 
of being spoken of either as the same as, or as different from, a thing cannot 
be an entity,— as the sky-lotus and the Pudgala is (ex hypothesi) incapable 
of being so spoken of hence the wider character bemg absent (the narrower 
character most be absent), the corroborative instance per dissimilarity 
is supplied by Feelings etc - — (338) 


Question— How is the invariable concomitance (Premiss) urged here 
arrived at ? ’ 

The answer is provided by the following- — 


TEXT (339). 

A THING CANNOT ESCAPE BEING EITHER ' SAME AS ’ OR ‘ DIFFERENT 
FROM ANOTHER THING ; IN FACT, IT IS ONLY WHAT IS ENTIRELY 
FORMLESS THAT CAN BE REGARDED AS ‘ INCAPABLE OF 
BEING SO SFOKEN OF — (339) 

COMMENTARY 

A thing cannot escape from bemg either the same as, or different from 
another thing, — as there is no other third alternative possible If that 
were not so, then Colour and the rest also would be ‘ incapable of bemg spoken 
of (either as the same as or different from one another) — It is for this 
reason that it is only what, by its very nature, is formless that is regarded as 
incapable of bemg spoken of — not so any Kntity — (339) 


“ How is that " ? 

The answer is given m the following — 
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TEXTS (340-342). 

It is only an entity that oah be liable to the alternatives op 

BEING ‘ DIFFERENT ’ OR ' NON-DIFFERENT 1 , HENC® IT IS ONLY IN REGARD 

TO things that are formless (i e non-entities) that it can be correct 

NOT TO STEAK OE THEM EITHER AS ‘ DIFFERENT ’ OR ‘ NON-DIFFERENT ’ 
(FROM ONE ANOTHER) , — NOT SO IN REGARD TO AN entity , — BECAUSE 
IN THE CASE OF THE DENIAL ‘ this IS NOT WHAT that IS, — LIKE A DIFFERENT 
TmNa — it is difference that is clearly spoken of , — similarly 

WHEN THERE IS DENIAL ' this IS NOT WHAT that IS NOT WHAT IS CLEARLY 

spoken of is non-difference (between the two) , thus it is that an 
entity can never ESCAPE FROM being either different or mm-dfferent 
F ROM ANOTHER ENTITY — (340-342) 


f COMMENTARY 

As a matter of fact, an Entity alone can be the substratum of difference 
and non-difference , —never a non-entity , hence the non-mention of 'both 
difference and non-difference is possible only in regard to tilings that are 
formless, — le have no character of their own, such non-mention is not 
nght in regard to an Entity suoh is the construction of the sentence, and 
the reason for this lies in the fact that no third alternative is passible 

« Why is no third alternative possible f ” 

Answer —Because ,n the case of the denial etc etc — that is, _ when there 
is the denial, ‘ The Pndgala is not of the nature of Colour and other ttoigs , 
what is mentioned is the difference of the Eudyala born Colour and other Uung ; 
because the denial of the fact of one thing being the same as 
ably concomitant with the affirmation of a 

This argument may be formulated as follows ien on different 

the character of another thing, it is ° o{ thfl charnc ter 

from Feeling the entity named ndtj regarded as different 

of Colour and the rest, hence there is denial 
from them) based upon the nature of thing? Jj b(Mlg o{ tho sam0 

‘ this is not what that is , l e e ^ itg ^.difference from that 

character as the other thing, w a different from another 

thing , because the demal of Ent^mg ^ bfflng the saffi0 a3 

thing is invariably concomitant wi affirmed regarding that thing, 

thatthmg , if it were not s0 >~- and become^ ^non-enMy , because 

— then all character being denied of it, » , ter m regard to it This 

a non-entdy is characterised by to dema one thing » demtd the 

argument may be formulated as follow ^ lt m ust be tho same as 

character of bemg something ot or charao ter of bemg something d,f!Br “' t ’ 
this latter,— just as Colour is ‘ deIUB ^ oppc > s ito party) is denied the 

from itself .-the Pudgala (according PP and the rest, hence tins 

character of bemg something fro m the latter) based 

a a reason (for its bemg regard^ e thot an Entity cannot escape 

upon the nature of things -Thus w d ,ff ere nt from pother thing , 

from the alternatives of being diSerent 
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so that the Premiss of our mam reason (against the doctrine of the VSttA- 
pulnyas) is fully established — (340-342) 

It has thus been proved that, under the theory of its being ‘ incapable 
of being spoken of the Pudgala can have an existence only in imagination 
The author now proceeds to clinch the argument by showing that if the PvdgaUx 
is regarded as an entity, it cannot be right to regard it as ‘ incapable of being 
spoken of otherwise the conclusion would be contrary to your own asser- 
tion — 

TEXT (343) 

Yotjb words that " the Pudgala is hot different from the Thought- 
phases ’ are a clear assertion of its non-difference , while 
the words ' the Thought-phase is not the Pudgala ’ 
clearly asserts ns difference. — (343) 

COMMENTARY 

Further, when you assert that ‘ the Pudgala is incapable of being spoken 
of you loudly proclaim quite clearly that the Pudgala is different from 
the Thought-phases This is what is pointed out in the following— 

'TEXT (344) 

The presence of contrary properties is spoken of as constituting 

* DIFFERENCE ’ AMONG ENTITLES , IS THERE NO SUCH ‘ DIFFERENCE ’ 

retween the Pudgala AND the Thought-phases ? — (344) 
COMMENTARY 

This argument may be formulated as follows —Where two things are 
possessed of properties that are mutually exclusive, they must he different 
from one another, — o g between Colour and Feeling, the former being 
endowed with material shape and the lattOT being devoid of material shape , — 
Pudgala and Thought-phase are (according to you) possessed by such mutually 
exclusive properties as ‘ capable of being spoken of 1 and * incapable of 
being spoken of ', hence this is a natural reason (for regarding the two as 
different). — (344) 

The following Text proceeds to show that th6 reason here put forward 
is not ‘ unproven ’ . — 

TEXT (345) 

For instance, the PudgaJa is said to be ‘ incapable of being spoken 

of AS DIFFERENT OR NON-DIFFEKENT FROM Fp. ft.tn g AND THE 

best, while Colour, name and other things 'are 
said to be ‘ capable of being spoken of ’ as 
DIFFERENT FROM THEM (345) 

COMMENTARY 

That is to say, the Pudgala is said to be * incapable of being spoken of 
°s orent or non-drfierent from Feeling, Name and the rest , while Colour, 
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Name, and the rest are spoken of as quite * capable of being spoken of 
as different from each othor , so that our Reason is not ‘ unproven ’ (345) 

The following Text shows another reason why the presence of contra- 
dictory properties m the two (Pud gala and Colour, etc ) must be admitted — 


TEXT (346). 

The * Colour-phase ’ and the best abb held to be ' capable of 

BEING SPOKEN OF ’ AS ‘ NON-ETEBNAL ’ , WHILE THE Ptidgala J3 
NOT SO , BO THAT THERE IS A CLEAR DIFFERENCE BETWEEN 
THE TWO — (346) 


COMMENTARY 

The assertion that ‘ all impressions are non eternal ’ shows that Colour 
and the reel are quite * capable of being spoken of ’ as ‘non eternal while 
the Piulgala is not held to be so * capable of being spoken of ’ as 1 non-eternal 
on the ground that it is entirely ‘ incapable of being Bpoken of * (as anything 
at all). 

Nor is our Reason * inconclusive because all idea of ‘difference is 
based upon the said fact (of the presence of contradictory properties) , if 
it were not so, then the whole Universe would b B a single Entity, which 
would mean the possibility of all things being produced and destroyed 
simultaneously# — -(346) 

The Pudgala is a non-entity, not only on account of its being ‘ incapable 
of being spoken of as different or non-different from Colour etc , as “P , " ne 
above —but it is a non-entity for the following reason also, on account of its 
blig : incapable of being spoken of as non-eternal ’,-tlns is what is explained 

m the following — 


TEXT (347) 

<*-%» ss. 

CANNOT BE AN existent ENTITY (347) 


COSIMENTARY 


What ahmot.»<» ' 

SSS7ZS£i*. — — “ — * 
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(f) the doctrine OF ‘ SOUL 

is the only characteristic o£ an Entity. This Capacity is restricted to momentary 
Entities only that is, it is invariably concomitant with momentanness ; 
specially as any effective action would be impossible for an Eternal Entity, 
whose activities could not be either successive or simultaneous So that, if 
the Pud gala is ‘incapable of being spoken of as momentary — then it 
cannot have the nature of an * Entity ’, as the more extensive character 
of ‘ moinentanness ’ is absent in it , — just as the absence of the character of 
* Tree ’ means the absence of the character of the ‘ Slmnshapa ’ (a particular 
tree) This is what has been thus declared . — ‘ That which is incapable of 
being spoken of as non-eternal cannot be the cause of anything * 

The following might be urged : — “ If the Pudgala were eternal, then 
Effective Activity would be incompatible as, being neither successive nor 
simultaneous , — but as a matter of fact, it is as ‘ incapable of being spoken 
of * as non-eternal as it is of being spoken of as eternal , so that effective action 
cannot be incompatible with it ” 

This is not right ; there can be no entity with h specific individuality 
which is devoid of both these characters (of etemahty and non-etemahty ) ; 
as * eternal ’ and ‘ non-eternal ’ are mutually exclusive (and contradictory) 
terms , so that m any entity, the absence or presence of one of these must 
mean the presence or absence (respectively) of the other. 

We are not objecting to the application of the term 1 incapable of being 
spoken of to the Pudgala , because the applying of names to things depends 
entirely upon the wish of the speaker, and as such, cannot be objected to by 
anyone. What we are doing however is to examine the nature of 
the ' Entity — is this nature always present in the tiling called ' Pudgala ’, 
or not 7 If it is present, then the thing must be eternal, because 
' etemahty ’ consists in nothing else except that character which is always 
present and is never destroyed , — and it is only a thing having this 
character that is called * Eternal ' , as has been declared m the words — 1 The 
learned call that thing Eternal which, m its own form, is never destroyed \ — 
If, on the other hand, the other view be held, that the said nature is not 
always present in the Pudgala, — then, the Pudgala must be non-eternal', 
as the only characteristic of the non-eternal tiling is that it should not be 
lasting (permanent) — -Thus then there being no other alternative apart 
from being ‘momentary’ (non-eternal) or ‘ non-momentary * (eternal), — 
and effective activity — either successive or simultaneous — being incompatible 
for the non-momentary (Eternal) Entity, the Existence of a thing must bo 
invariably concomitant with ' momentanness ’, so that if ‘ momentanness ’ 
is absent in the Pudgala, ‘ Existence ' also must be absent, — and it becomes 
established that it is non-existent — (347) 


Says the Jama — “ If it is so, and if the Pudgala does not exist at all, — 
then how is it that the Blessed Lord ( Buddha ) when asked — as to whether 
the Living Entity is f/us and the Body is that , — the Living Entity being differ - 
cat from tho Body , — said ' this has not been explained ’ 7 — Why did he not 
say straight away that there is no such thing as the Living Entity (Soul) 7 ” 
Tins is answered in the following — 
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TEST (348) 

Great men have successfully explained all those oases where 

THEBE IS CONFLICT ^BETWEEN * SCRIPTURE ’ AND THE REAL STATE 
OF THINGS IN FACT THE DIVERSE TEACHINGS OF THE 

Merciful One are for the purpose of rebutting 
' Unbelief ’ ( Ndahkya ) — (348) 

COMMENT ABY 


If there wore such an object as the ‘ Pudgala then alone could it have 
deserved an explanation as to whether it is different or non-different (like 
other things) , as a matter of fact, however, the object itself has not been 
proved , how then could its character be explained } An absolute non-entity, 
as the ‘ Hare’s horn ’ can have no sharpness or other properties, which could be 
explained Hence while propounding the notion that the Pudgala has only 
an ideal (imaginary) existence, the Blessed Lord said 1 it has not been ex- 
plained’ . . , , 

He did not declare straight away that ‘it does not exist , because 

the question had not been asked about the nature of the object- itself [the 
question having been only about its difference or non-difference from 

^ ofrtmay be that, even though the thing had a merely ‘ ideal ’ existence. 
He wished to avoid the extreme view that ‘ it does not exist ,-rn cons dera- 
tion of the welfare of such disciples as were not yet fitfor rocoving.-io 
_ t ,,, , Tj- r „.T i fNihilisml He did not say that the Sold or Pudgala 

““ -'»•«■« '•» a*™-*""* 

th. I.*--,-" »* »«’“■=■ « “» 

sr .“2 tririnr. id ». «. *— - 

divine teachings ol the Merciful One 0 1 Buddhist doetnne);— 

this huu to be taken •> U " de ^f ief ^ eaoe „ *, „„m»,.li.n (centumt,) 
of existence ’ appears, it is BOld . there 2S existence ’ If ho hn ^ 

of that series, that the Bless d that even those ‘ Impressions 

not done so, then there foments’ there has been no 

do not exist in the cause-eae.t-cton f ^^ _ ^ ^ , do n0 t exist, - 
break, — which would mean that things _ wf)rid and the disciples 

^dtlnswoulddemohshthewholeideaof^ . m$hkya ’ here is used 

m the Old sense of the idea tuar tu 
• other world '] — ( 3iS ) 
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The following argument lias been urged te the opponent : — “ It has been 
declared by the Blessed Lord as follows—* 0 BluUhus, I am describing to 
you the Burden, the Taking up of the Burden, the Throwing up of the Burden 
and the Bearer of the Burden , the term ‘ burden ’ stands for the fn e const i 
tuent thought-phases, the ‘taking up of the Burden ’ for satisfaction (pleasure), 
the 'throwing up of the Burden’ for Liberation, and tho ‘ Beaicr of the 
Burden' for the Pudgalas’ — -How, how do you explain tlus ’ Certainly 
tho ‘ Bearer of the Burden ’ cannot be the some ns tho 1 Burden ’ itself ” 

The answer to tlus is supplied by tbo follow ing — 


TEXT (349) 

The mention of the 1 Beaker of the Borden ’ and so forth 
is made with the Aggregates, etc. in mind , 

AS REGARDS THE PARTICULAR DENIAL, — THAT 
IS OF USE AGAINST THOSE WHO HOLD 
THOSE VIEWS.— (349) 


COMMENTARY. 

Tho Thought-phases that appear at the same time, when meant to be 
spoken of oo festively come to be called * aggregates’ , when these appear 
£“Zn> a 8 d R oi Goose and Effect, they come to he ealfed a 
“ ° r °*T ■ ^d when they are used as the basis of conception ns a 
rrrr, 1 y COme t0 be 0aUed * such “me* as * membeis Of tl.0 
gates ’ ilmrn d Q t7t°rA° ! t** agere § ata ’ '"““’id it was with these ‘ nrgre- 

Le , n thT^^r 6 ° f th6 ‘ BeaW ° f th0 ^ * ’ ™ d 

and lew "ITT ' «» 

Stands for the Burden, and the rest. ^ ° f *** and 50 ior!h ' 

•aeries’ and ^ -polMn of a« - aeBreswt^* 

as m common parlance it is this to 

5* ts for this reason that the Blessed Ln ! aame Pudgala ’ is applied 

foll<mng words : * ■WhaVj Blc 6S0r 7u tb6 PHdgala ln «* 

aaked thus, He goes on-'B is that wR, * ° £ ths Burdon ’ W»wg 

Such a name, belongs to sack sad a, t, *’ ° Long ‘ hved one, bears such and 

atteh and ^ch food, feels such and tueh7’ t0 ^ and SU ° h 8 olaa > takes 
' 0n 8 - Thus being of the nature! + T pIeaSOTes and P“ns, and lives B0 
Pudgala should be understood tni? ° f f B ^ aggregate thought-phases’, the 
Substance, as postulated by othem-— it ' deally ^ lste,u - and not as an Eternal 
bold used the above words It rVT r h a ™ w to sh “ this that the 
burden-, etc also Ws hei It ™ tlU0 ’ ° tWl89 ’ aB the 

nought ^ 0IW/ bn the eea apoken of as something different from the 

would have to be regarded 77 r ? ferono6 )’ also, like the Pudgala 

*" that thotpldl 8 r nS tte ^U-phases £ 

15 PreCBdulg themselves which operate 
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wards the bringing about of another succeeding Thought-phase have been 
, P °f as BuTden tliose that are going to appear as the result have 
been spoken of as the * Bearer of the Burden ’ So that the passage quoted 
does not warrant the conclusion desired by the Opponent 

Uddyotahara lias argued as follows — [This is a clear reference to Kyuya- 
vartila 3-1. 1, page 341, bat the passage found extends only up to the words 
'naxia tiamasi m line 26, of the present text]— “ One « ho does not admit 
the ’ Soul 1 cannot make sense out of the words of the Buddha who has declared 


O Bhadanta, I am not Colour , I am not Feeling, Name, Xtnpres 
sion or Cognition, O Bhadanta , similarly O Bhilgu, you are not Colour, 
or Feeling, Name, Impression, or Cognition, you are not O Bhadanta ’ 
— horo Colour and the other Thought-phases hate been denied to be the 
object of ' I-consciousness tins denial is particular, not Vnncrsal , while 
ono who demos the ‘ Soul ’ should assert the denial m the Traversa! form 
* I am not — you are not ’ A particular denial always implies a corresponding 
particular affirmation , e g tthen it is said ‘I do not see with my left eye 
it is clearly implied that * I do see with my right Eye ’ , if the man did not 
sea with the right Eye also, then the mention of the qualification 
‘ loft * m the former assertion would be useless , the assertion should 
have been in the general form ‘ I do not see * Similarly- in the case in question 

when it is said ‘ Colour is not the Soul, Cognition is not the Soul ’, it becomes 
implied that the Soul is and it is something different from these (Colour, 
Cognition, and tllO rest) It may bo ‘ incapable of bemg spoken of ’ or any - 
thing else, but in any case the Soul is there ” 

It is in answer to this that the Text adds—* As regards the particular 
denial, etc ’ — That is to say, the mountain of the doctnne of the extant Soul 
propounded by evil-minded persons has risen up with twenty peaks,— such 
as ‘ Colour is Soul, Cognition is Soul, the Soul lias Colour, the Soul has Cogni- 
tion, Colour subsists in the Soul, Cognition subsists in the Soul and so forth 

It 1S as against the first five of these mews that the denial has its use 

as against persons who hold those views The term ' Taddrstin ’ means those 
who hold the view that * Colour is Soul ’ and so forth What is denied 
m the assertion (made by our Teacher) is exactly those points where the 
foolish-minded persons might have their doubts , and it is not intended to 
affirm anything. Otherwise, by saying what could not benefit His hearers, 
the Expounder would prove himself to be lacking in intelligence —(349) 


End of the section on 


tke Vatsipulfiijas' doctrine of ‘ Soul'. 



CHAPTER VIII 

Examination of the Doctrine of the Permanence of Things. 
COMMENTARY 

The Author has’ spoken of his doctrine (in the opening lines oi his Intro- 
duction) as ‘ mobile ‘ impermanent The following Texts proceed 
with the proof m support of this — 


TEXT (350-351) 

Ob, all this Effort (to refute the various doctrines regarding 

THE ORIGIN OF THE WORLD) IS MADE NEEDLESSLY , AS ALL SUCH 

Doctrines are really set aside by the well-established 

DOCTRINE OF THE ' PERPETUAL FLUX ’ OF THINGS 

Hence it is this ‘ Perpetual Flux’ that is 

GOING TO BE CLEARLY ESTABLISHED FOB THE 
REFUTATION OF ALT. THAT HAS BEEN 
REFERRED TO ABOVE AND AT.T. S1JOH 
THINGS AS THE ' UNIVERSAL ’ AND 
THE LIKE WHICH ARE GOING TO 
BE MENTIONED LATER ON, — 

A REFUTATION THAT IS 
APPLIED EQUALLY TO AT.T. 

THOSE DOCTRINES — 

(350-351) 


COMMENTARY. 

As a matter of fact, by establishing the Perpetual Flux of things, all the 
various entities postulated by others,— such as those of • Primordial Matter * 
tod and the like-become discarded at a single stroke ; under the circum- 
stances, all the effort that we have put forth m the above extensive portions 
of our work, towards the setting forth m detail of the several dootnnes and 
refuting them, is practically useless ; that ,s to say, all these are refuted by 
the much simpler method (of establishing the Perpetual Flux) That is to 
, 5 ’ , ordla! Matter ’ and the rest are not held by others to he underaoinE 

hence by°th^ e w at )! ly ^ appearaac0 ' or to be babl e to absolute destruction , 
all things ^ E i° fthe d ° 0tnne o£ ‘ Perpetual Flux ’ which includes 

as VO rtf ’ t£loso Postulated entities become set aside , holding tins opinion 
“or H,e p ;,; 0 s P eTf tQ J ,tabbSh ^ ‘ Pe » F1 - ’ special care.l 

SO far boemo d ‘ Soardlllg (a ) aii those doctrmes that have heen discussed 

and,t) aSnr * ^ ’ and ‘ V- 

sal >, < Quahtv - .f,? g ° mg to ** dtscuased !ater on >— such as the ‘ Univer- 
• ’ Substance ’. etc , Words and then- denotation, the Means 
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and the Objects of Right Cognition, the Tiling of Vanegated Character coloured 
with the various tints of the Emerald, etc, an Entitv continuing 
during all these points of time, the four Elemental Substances postulated b\ 
tlie Chat lata and the materialists, and the Mass of AVords (Veda) posited b\ 
the followers of Jauniru 

' Clearly ', — because for the proof set forth, there is a Reason that satisfies 
all the three conditions of the valid Probans 

What is meant by this is that in reality, the w hole purpose of our plulo- 
sophj reaches its culminating point in this examination of tho ' Permanent 
Characlet ’ of things — (350-351) 

Tlio Author proceeds to show how this Perpetual Flux is established — 


TEXT (352) 

SoSEE PEOPLE HOLD THAT THEBE ABE TWO CLASSES OP THINGS— 

Created and Uncreated , othebs have held that 

THE Tiro CLASSES OP THINGS ABE 
Momentary and N on-momen- 
tary — (352) 


COMMENTARY. 

In this connection, the followers of Nyaya and othersdo not regard any - 
thing as ‘ momentary ’, and they hold that there are two classes of things m the 
shape of 1 Created 1 and ‘ Uncreated ’, among tilings some are ‘ created ,~«s 
the jar and the rest, while some are 1 uncreated ’—os the Atom, Mashn, e c 

Others hoe ever,— like VStsiputnijas-hoM that there is a further dnssi 
fication of tilings under the t« o heads of ‘ momentary ’ and ‘ non-momenturj , 
that is, according to these people, such things as Cognition, £ound, kghtre}* 
are ‘momentary’, while such tilings ns Earth and AlSsha are 
momentary — (352) 

Such being tho diversity among the various views, the Author first ot 
all proceeds to set forth reasonings in support of tlie ‘ Rorpotual Flux of lh 
S that are hold to bo’ Created ‘,-uhicb thus form tho Subject of 
tho Reasoning set forth ^ ^ 

Among these, .ox those things that “ 

•pebtethal nxx because, as begabds i nr 
msamaas , all of them abb TMmna 
INDErEKDE^T — (333) 

CO^niCSTABV 

Valid Probans — (353) 

This reason is mere clearly stated m the follow, ng- 
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TEXTS (354-355) 

When a certain thing does not need any other cause for the 

BRINGING ABORT OF A CERTAIN CONDITION, THAT CONDITION SHOTTED 
BE REGARDED AS ATTACHING TO IT PERMANENTLY, — BECAUSE, OUT 
OF ITS OWN CAUSES, THAT THING APPEARS IN THAT CONDITION , — 
JUST AS THE CAUSAL CONDITIONS ARE INDEPENDENTLY BY THEM- 
SELVES, CAPABLE OF PRODUCING THEIR EFFECT , — AND ALL 
THE THINGS THAT ARE PRODUCED ARE INDEPENDENT OF ALL 
ELSE IN THE MATTER -OF THEIR DESTRUCTION (354-355) 


COMMENTARY. 


The argument is to be formulated as follows — When certain things are 
independent in regard to a certain condition, they should be regarded as per- 
manently attached to that condition . — as for example, the causal conditions 
that produce their effect immediately, are permanently restricted to those 
effects, — all things that are produced,— i e all created things — are independent 
in regard to their destruction ; hence this is a natural reason (for concluding 
that they are permanently attached to this destruction) — ‘ Any other Cause ’, 

l e any cause other than that which has produced the thing itself The 

reason for tins statement is added -because out of its own causes, it appears 
in that form,— le because it is produced in a form so permanently 
attached to the said condition — When certain things are not permanently 
attached to a certain condition, they are not independent in regard to that 
condition ; as for instance, the unbaked jar m reference to the Baking Tins 
forms the corroborative instauce per dissimilarity — (354-335) 


Says the Opponent —“The Reason put forward is Inconclusive Even 
lough things are independent legardmg their destruction, yet it is 'quito 
possible that the destruction of a thing may come about at some other tune 
and at some otl.er place, so that it cannot prove the mimed, ate destruction 

Flat* thJ' 7 l f " hBt “ deS “ eCl by the ^holder ^ ‘Perpetual 
PIUS , the doctrine of all things being ‘ momentary 

The ansuer to tins is provided m the following— 


TEXT (356) 

Even though independent, if the destruction were to 

COME AT ANOTHER PLACE AND TIME, — THEN, ON ACCOUNT 
OF ITS BEING DEPENDENT UPON THOSE, 

the Thing could not be 

REGARDED AS ‘ INDEPEN- 
DENT ’ — (35D) 

COMMENTARY. 

* ’ 1 ° the Destruction 

other ,kPtndml UV0K <h ™ * dependent upon the 



230 


TATTVASANGBAEA : CHAPTER vtit 


If a certain thing being independent in regard to a certain condition, 
wore to bo in this condition only at a certain tune and place,— then, as depen- 
dent upon that tune and place, it would not be ‘ independent ’ at all How 
then is there any ‘ mconctusiveness ’ in our Season ? For instance, if a certain 
condition wore to be present only at a certain time and place, — and never 
apart from these, — then, how could it be regarded as ‘ independent ’ i As 
such existence itself would constitute its ‘ dependence ', which term cannot- 
stand for ‘ desire for the simple reason that the thing is devoid of all 1 inten- 
tion — (356) 

" If then what is meant to be the reason is the fact of its being entirely < 
independent, — then suoh a Reason is ‘not proven 1 not admitted * , for 

instance, some tilings are dependent, for their destruction, upon such 
causes as the stroke of a Bludgeon — as m the case of things like the Jar, 
Even those things which, — like Cognition, Words, and the like, — are known to 
be ‘independent*, — though they do not depend, for their destruction, on 
any such oause as the stroke of a Bludgeon, yet they do depend upon the 
peculiarities of time and place Thus the Reason, as put forward by the 
Buddhist, is entirely ' unproven 

The answer to this is provided in the following — 


TEXT (357) 


All produced things abb always and everywhere 

INDEPENDENT IN BEGABD TO THE IB DESTRUCTION , 

AS IN THIS MATTER, ALL CAUSES OE DESTEUO- 
TtOJX ABB ENTIRELY INEFFICACIOUS (357) 


COMMENTARY. 

rc; - : 
The following Text shows why they are inefficacious — 


TEXT (358) 

- . —STBUCTIVE CAUSE ’ CANNOT BE 

*» ™ »>»■>» " 0OT " * 
bightly regarded kot-otffeken’t from 

* destruction which IS not ^ THnfG K 

the Thing itsely , as the 
^boduoedirom its own cause -(358) 

COMMENTARY. 

, . * _ W — is it an entity or a non-entity 1- 

the destruction is ^ • i -i t- fiio * Crus® Dostni ct 


if it is on entity, then 
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now, would the destruction, as an entity, be brought about as something 
wi'dijf event from, the tiling that was the ‘ cause of the destruction * ? or as 
something different from that thing “* In regard to any existing entity, 
theio can be only these two alternatives , and only one of these two can bo 
right both cannot be right , nor can both be wrong j as the denial of one cha- 
racter of a thing must always imply the affirmation of the contrary of that 
character, and the affirmation of the former must imply the denial of the 
latter , and one and the same character cannot be both denied and affirmed, 
as has been, explained above 

Of the two alternatives shown above, it cannot be right to hold that 
‘ the Destruction, as an entity, is brought about as something not- diffei ent from 
the cause of that destruction ’ , because that which is of the nature of a positive 
tiling is always produced — born — from its own cause , as that also, like 
the thing itself, is produced out of what is not-different from it , and what 
has been already brought about cannot have another Cause , as if it did have 
one, then there would be no end to the senes of such causes (33S) 

The following might ho urged — «« When the thing is bom out of its 
cause, it IS not m its complete form, hence what it obtains from another 
cause is another character in the shape of ‘ Destruction 

This is answered in the following — 


TEXT (359) 

Whek a certain thing teas cosies otjt or its Cause is 

WITHOUT PARTS, — THE ' DESTRUCTION ’ THAT lVOTOVD BE 
IMPOSED UPON IT BY OTHER CAUSES MUST BE OF 
the SAME NATURE.— (359) 


COJIJIEXTAJRT. 

bo prodtemrn niff-' 13 ™ 0 !, ^ t '™ ™' U ™’ ^ ™tue °! winch it could 
1 (Jut)" iq nr, ' V ° Q t l9 00utrar J r > the thing is tcUhout pans , and when 
Li “feu r; 2* T t * ^ b ° -t, eltare form 

In fact what is not 8 e M P 0S0< 1 upon it, Inter on, by other Causes ’ 

tarmfhe t * *' *T cannot 

comnlote identity of nnr,j t® ’ ^ a °a-difteronco * sameness *, imphes 
time, m the f or m 0 t . n ?*“" L Hen0 ° that wtuo11 comos ab ° u t at a later 
and how can tins wb,oh "‘f ,0n ’’ rausfc bo a Cerent ‘ nature’ (character) ; 
is nothing m tin, b ° !0aS * *“ '*“* **“ ? *** 

th5t ‘ th ° DcstTOCt>0 “ Ponced 

of «» tiling w£d ha he ™° S ’ 6Ve “ S0 ’ tho came o{ tlle destruction 
S tvould he useless This ,s what is shown m the foltowmg- 
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TEXTS (360-361) 


lF the destruction that is brought about is something 

DIFFERENT FROM THE THING, THEN THERE IS NOTHING 
PRODUCED IN THE THING ITSELF BY THOSE OTHER CAUSES 
(OF THE SAID DESTRUCTION) , SO THAT THE EFFECTS, LIKE 
THE APPREHENSION OF THE THING AND OTHER PHENO- 
MENA, SHOULD CONTINUE AS BEFORE AND AS THE 

Thing continues to remain in the same condi- 
tion, IT IS NOT POSSIBLE THAT THERE SHOULD 

be any ' Concealment ’ etc of it 

—(360-361) 


COMAIEXTARY 


The bringing abort of one flung cannot confer anr benefit on another 
tiling ; if it did, then tins would lend to an absurdity Nor can it bo right 
to assert that ‘the bringing about of the Destruction related to a thing 
helps the thing itself ’ , because no relation is known to subsist between them 
For instance, inasmuch as tho two are, ex hgpothest, different, the relation 
between the two cannot be one of ‘ identity ’ ; nor can the relation bo that 
of ‘ being produced from it as the destruction is produced only from the 
‘ Cause of destruction ’ ; and there can be no other real -relation botweon 
the two Even if there were some relation between the tw o, ns tho Thing is 
(ex hypothest) an established positive entity, the apprehension and other 
effects produced by it must also be positive entities (and Destruction is not 
positn e) — In the compound * VpalambhalxirySdi \ the Upalambha , 

• Apprehension itself is meant to be the * /Cargo ‘ effect ’ , and tlio term 
■ aril % * and the other phenomena is meant to include the containing of mater 
(of the Jar), the breaking of the thighs, and so forth 

It might be argued that — "when tho thing becomes concealed— or 
obstructed— bv the destruction, which is sometiung different from it, it ceases 
to produce such effects as its own apprehension and the like ” 

In answer to tins it is added- 1 As the thing continues to remain rn , the 
same condition, etc etc ’—Nothing is possible as a * concealer ’ oi : obs rue ^ 
of n thmff unless it removes its properties or does not produce , 

t woS lead to absurdities Hence it follows that on accoiint of 

its previous nature boing imabandoned, unconcealed, an imosni^^ , 

can be no ‘concealment’ or ‘obstruction of the thin = 

The following argument might be urged : ^ J^oullts appre- 

tlimg (whoso destruction has been brought b - he t , nng _bcin B 

liension and other phenomena , because the dcstnicti 
different from it,— has destrojed it 
Tins is answered in tlio following 
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TEXT (362) 

It IS NOT TREE TO ASSERT THAT “ THE THINO IS DESTROYED BY 
ANOTHER THING NAMED * DESTRUCTION ’ ”, — BECAUSE THE 
ARGUMENTS BASED UPON THE ALTERNATIVES OF ITS BEING 
‘ DIFFERENT ’ OR ‘ NON -DIFFERENT ’ AND SO FORTH ARE 
APPLICABLE, BY IMPLICATION, TO SUCH AN ASSER- 
TION ALSO — (362) 


COMMENTARY. 

When the Destruction destroys the thing,— is tho thing destroj ed different 
or not-different (from the Destruction)? Or ogam, if it be asserted that ‘ it 
bnngs about that destruction of the thing which consists of its annihilation, 
hke the Bludgeon and other things the same alternatives max he put 
forward And the objections urged above would all become applicable 
as is going to be explained later on This is what is meant by the sentence 
Me ar„a baaed etc etc’, le even against the assert.on that what is 
called destruction brings about another destruction ‘ Are apnhcabJc bn 

forth altematlves o£ bei “B Afferent or non-differeni and so 

forth are applicable to this also 

Thus it is established that the Destruction of a ft,™ „„„ 

“■ “ ■»* <™i SL'USwTSJ 0 “ 


cannot 


“nr “ - • —— • - - *■»* 


can be N0 KEAS ’ ( Frad hvamm ),— there 

ft Negation ^ ^ *“* “*>- 

BE an Entity tj™ FFEC:r ’ THEN 11 WOULD 

Effects ^ S3?E0UT AND other 

POSSIBniTYOE^B™ B 

SOMETHING ■ *„, T REGARMI > AS 

^produced it is 

POTEN 10 °° m AB0GT THROUGH mE 

CY 0F A Cause —(363-364) 

Wiat COMMENTARY 

’ there 13 n ° form that -Uld be pro duZ 
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Hence what is of the nature of the negation of entity, 1 e what consists o! the 
denial of existence, — cannot be brought about by anything, — simply because 
it is a non-entity, — like the * Hare’s Homs Otherwise (if it were something 
produced) then it would be an ‘ effect and as such an entity, — like the sprout 
and other effects. Tins argument may be formulated as follows — What 
is an effect must be an entity, as the sprout and other things, — and Destruction 
is an effect (ex kypothesi), hence this is a natural reason (for regarding it ns 
an effect). 

The author states the * invariable concomitance 1 (Premiss) of this 
reasoning — Because it is found to come about through the potency of o Cause 
As a matter of fact, that alono is said to be an ' effect ’ which acquires an 
accretion to its nature through the potency of a Cause , and it is only an 
entity that can acquire such accretion to its nature 

This point is not disputed even by the Naiydyiha and others . As 
these people also declare the chaiacter of the c effect * to be either * inherence 
m Being ’ or * inherence m a Cause ’ , and Destruction cannot inhere either 
in Being or m its Cause , for, if it did, then, like Substance and other tilings, 
it would have to be regarded as a substratum of * existence 1 (i e on entity) 
(363-364) 

Says the opponent—" If that is bo, let the Destruction bB an entity, 
what is the harm in that 1 ” 

' Answer — 

- TEXT (3 65) 

Tm VIEW THAT ‘ NEGATION ’ IS BROUGHT BY AN ‘ AFFIRMATION ’ 

HAS BEEN SOUGHT TO BE SUPPORTED BY HAVING RECOURSE 

to ‘Preclusion’ (as the tojih or the negation so 

BROUGHT ABOUT), —BBT THE ARGUMENT BASED UPON 
THE ALTERNATIVES POSSIBLE REGARDING DIFFERENCE OR 
non-difference, all become applicable to this 
view — (365) 


COaonSNTABY 

■How IS Negation brought about by Affirmation?’ "faction 

question the other party Mtet ,< ’*» brought about, 

that it is Negation in tlio form of ' molim cs men mi entity is spobon 

that is to say, through the speaker s oh v l(h tllIS explanation 

of as a different form (noga 1 ^)° ts thofc } m \o been urged above* 

also the view is open to all tto. - -non-difioronco’ etc -(305, 

as based upon the alternatives of that— " what is brought about 

If, for fear of this criticism, it bo held ^ ^ fMm o{ 'T-recItt- 

*• - — 

Tins is what is shown m the following 
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TEST (366) 

If EC BE HELD THAT "'WHAT IS MEANT BY ‘DESTRUCTION’ IS THE 
NEGATION OF EFFECTIVE ACTION, AND THIS DOES NOT BEING 
ABOUT A POSITIVE ENTITY ”, — EVEN SO, IT BECOMES ESTABLISHED 
THAT -SVHAT BRINGS ABOUT TEE DESTRUCTION CANNOT 

be its * Cause — because it is devoid of the 
CHARACTER OF ‘ CAUSE ’ — (366) 

COMMENTARY 

For instance, if * Destruction ’ means the ‘ negation absolute’ — as in 
the expression. * brings about Destruction, io Negation’ — the negative 
term would be related to the term denoting action, and the-meamng would be 
that it does not bring about an entity (m the form of Action), and as this 
would he the denial or negation of Action, what it would imply is the fact 
of the ‘Cause of Destruction’ not being a ‘Cause’, for bow can a thing 
devoid of action be a ‘ cause ’ ’ So that nothing can be the Cause of 
Destruction — (366) 


In this connection, the Author proceeds to set forth those arguments m 
proof of Destruction having a Cause which have been propounded by 
Avtddhalnma — 


TEXTS (367-368) 

Tms Destruction of the Thing is not present at the time 
that the Thing is in existence , nob is it present before 
(the Thing has come into existence), nor very long 
after (the Thing has come into existence) in pact, 

IT comes immediately after (the thing has come 

into EXISTENCE) , THUS, INASMUCH AS IT COMES INTO 
EXISTENCE ONLY AT a PARTICULAR TIME, IT 
must have a Cause If it were inde- 
pendent (of all Causes), then this 

OCCASIONAL CHARACTER WOULD 
BE IMPOSSIBLE, AS SHOWU 

before ” — (367-368) 


V/ U d LALbj JN T AK Y 


the thi'rjm! Destruction of a thing cannot be present at the tune 
g m existence, as if ,t did, then the momentarily existent 
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tiling could never exist Xor can it be present before the thing has been 
produced, as what has not been bom cannot be destroyed ; e g the ‘ son of 
the Barren W oman ’ and such non-entities ore not destroyed while unborn 
— Even when co min g after the thing has come mto existence, it cannot come 
eery long after it ; because all tilings (ex hypothesi) being destroyed at the 
third moment (of existence), there cannot be another destruction very long 
afterwards, as is found in the case of Fire that hRS become reduced to ashes 
The destruction of the thing, therefore, must come immediately after it lins 
come mto existence, i e at the second moment Thus it is established that, 
as it has the time of its coming definitely fixed, the Destruction must ha\ e 
a Cause, just as the sprout lias — ‘as it has the time, etc. etc , le because it appears 
only occasionally. The invariable concomitance of this Teason is next 
shown — ‘If it uere independent etc etc ’ s — if it were independent of all Cause, 
then its occasional character could not be possible , ns in that case its existence 
would be there at all times Hence, from its occasional character, it is deduced 
that it must have a Cause — (3G7-36S) 


Another reason for the same conclusion is Bet forth m the following 


TEXT <369) 

'As IT COMES IMMEDIATELY AFTER THE THING, THE DESTRUCTIOX 

jtost hate a Cause , also because, not haves g been 
i>- existence, it comes into existence, just like 
THE FOLLOWING MOMENT ” — (369) 

COMMENTARY 


Thus three reasons have been stated Destruction must has e « Cmiw. 
Thus turce *• because it come= mimed. etch after the »>mV 

— (3G9) 





TEXTS (370-372) 

„ Xhks aoais „ Destruction had so Cause, it would be either a 
hire ‘ the Son of the Barren Womenand 

ZL NON-ENTITIES, OR AN ETERNAL ENTITY, LIKE Akaste , 

A8 NO OTHER ALTERNATIVE IS BOSSIER -J» 

A NON-ENTITY, THEN ALL THINGS WOULD BE ETERNAL, AS 

there would be no Destruction (or anything), and 
the idea of the DesiruchbMy (rleeting character) 
or all Properties would be baseless —Ip Destruc- 
tion WERE ETERNAL (EXISTING AT ALL TDIES), 

THEN m would be possible eor the Thing to 

EXIST ALONG "WITH ITS OWN DESTRUCTION , AS 
THEBE COULD BE NO INCOMPATIBILITY IN THIS 
CASE , AND THE ASSERTION OP THE ‘ DES- 
TRUCTION ’ OF WHAT HAS NOT BEEN 
PRODUCED WOULD NOT BE IN BEEPING 

with Reason.” — (37 0—37 2) 


COMMENTARY. 

Uddyotakara has argued as follows — • 

•‘One who declares that ‘there is no Cause for Destruction’ should 
be questioned as follows Does this mean that there being no Cause for Des- 
truction., Destruction does not exist (come into existence) at all, like the 
* sky-lotus’ ? or that having no Cause, it is eternal (ever-lasting), like Alaska 
and other thing 3 ? According to your view what is causeless is found to 
be of two kinds — eternal and non-existent) there is no other alternative to these 
two— existence and non-existence Now, if being without a Cause, Destruction 
is non-existent, then all things must be eternal , as there is no Destruction 
at all And the idea that ‘ all properties become destroyed * becomes, in 
this case, baseless , because when there is no movement, the idea of anything 
4 moving ’ is impossible. If, on the other hand, having no Cause, Destruc- 
tion is eternal, — then it becomes possible for it to co-exist with the Thing 
(destroyed), as the Destruction would be always there And this would 
be highly improper, as the Presence and Absence of a Thing are mutually 
negatory If then the said co-existence is not admitted, then there can be no 
producing of any effect, as its contrary, the Destruction of the effect would 
be there alwaj T s — and when a tlung is not produced at all, there can he no 
Destruction of it ; for instance, such unproduced things as the 6 Rare’s Homs ’ 
are not known among people to be destroyed , hence any such assertion as 
that ‘ there is destruction of what has nob been produced * cannot be in 
keeping with Reason ”—(370-372) 


The Author answers all these criticisms in the following Texts — 
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TEXTS (373-374) 

What sort of ‘ Destruction 1 is it (the causelessness of) 
w-hich the other people object to? (a) Js IT } 
MOMENTARY EXISTENCE 1 OP THINGS, AS EXPLAINED BY 
ps Or the ' Cessation of the form of the Entity ’ 
called ' Disruption ’ ( Dhvamsa , Annihilation) '< ’ 

If it is the former, then there is no quarrel 

(373-374) 


COMMENTARY 

Destruction is of two sorts— positive and negative For instance when, on 
account of the thing being mobile and having only a momentary existence, it 
becomes ‘destroyed’, this is called ‘Destruction’ (of the Positive kmd); 
and there is the other land of Destruction which consists in the thing losing 
its positive character and becoming what is called ‘disruption’, ’ anni- 
hilation ’ If it is in reference to the former kind of ‘ Destruction ’ to whose 
' causelessness ’ objection has been taken (by other people) on the ground 
of the reasons adduced above,— then it is entirely fable (as what is objected 
to is domed by us also). — (373-374) 


The futility of the arguments la further exptamed . — 


TEXT (37 S) 

That thing which, having a momentary existence, is called 
' Destruction — The Destruction we also admit as 
having a cause , it is only the other kind of Destruc- 
tion WHICH WE REGARD AS Without Cause , ON THE 
GROUND OF THERE BEING NOTHING ELSE {WHICH 
COULD BE ITS CAUSE) — (375) 


COMMENTARY 


Question — “ If that is so (and you admit what we have argued), then 
why have yon held Destruction to be 1 without cause 7 

The Answer is — f It is only the other bind etc etc,' , i e there being nothing 
else,— apart from the Cause that brought the thing into existence,— coming 
later on, m the shape of the Bludgeon and such thmgs,— that wo regard the 
Destruction to bo without cause — (375) 


The Subject (of the inference) in the form of ‘ Destruction ’ being os 
explained, the two Reasons,-' because it is occasional’ and ‘because not 
having been m existence, it comes into existence ’,-a.o duly admitted 
(by us also) As regards the character of coming immediatoly after the 
th i ng ’, if that is intended to he true only in a general way, then that too 
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duly admitted (by us), because its existence immediately after that thing 
•which is the Cause is admitted by us — If, however, what the other party 
means by * the Destruction coming immediately after the thing ’ is that it 
comes immediately after that thing which forms its own self (essence), — 
then such a Season is not admitted. — This is what is shown in the following — 


TEXT (376) 

The character of ‘ coming immediately after the thing ’ 

DOES NOT SUBSIST IN THE DESTRUCTION AS DESCRIBED , 
BECAUSE THE DESTRUCTION IN THE FORM OF THE 

mobile (momentary) Thing appears along with 
the Thing itself. — (376) 

COMMENTARY. 

* Xn the Destruction as described ’, i e. in the form not different from the 
nature of the mobile thing itself. There can be no ‘ parts ’ of a thing which 
is devoid of parts, by virtue of which such Destruction could come imme- 
diately after such a thing because, like the nature of the Thing itself, its 
Destruction also comes about on the coming about of the thing itself , other- 
wise its forming the very nature of the thing would not be true ; as already 
explained — (376) 


It has been argued above that * There is no basis for the notion that 
all Properties are destructible ’ (under Text 371) this also becomes rejected 
by what has been just said. — This is what is Bhown in the following 


TEXT (377) 

'Thus then, the Destruction being there, Things cannot 

be ETERNAL ; AND THE NOTION THAT ‘ THINGS ARE DESTRUC- 
TIBLE ’ CANNOT BE BASELESS. — (377) 


COMMENTARY. 

and t? beca " se aU thm e® have the character of existing for a moment, 
: 41104 are regarded as s ° destructible form the basis 

Of t^gs '.-this notion therefore, cannot be 

nddmlfb* the J? estrnctl0n ’ mtended to be the Subject of the arguments 

tion), then all theth par t r lS th0t m the form ° f ‘ Eruption ’ (Anmhila- 

(bv us) -Tlus ,! w, r a , eaSOnS addu “ d are ‘ unproven • not admitted > 
* tins is what is shown in the following — 
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TEXT (378) 

AS REGARDS ' ANNIHILATION AS IT CAN HAVE NO ESSENCE (CHARAC- 
TER), IT CANNOT ' COME INTO EXISTENCE IMMEDIATELY AFTER 

the Thing ’ , — and as regards the presence of the 

CHARACTER OF ‘ COMING INTO EXISTENCE AFTER 
HAVING NOT EXISTED BEFORE THIS IS PRE- 
CISELY like the ‘ Sky-lotus ’ and 
OTHER THINGS — (378) 


COMMENTARY 


Such characters as ‘ coming into existence immediately after the thing, ’ 
and the like can exist m things only, never m a non entity, like the ’Hare’s 
Horns ’ , and * Annihilation ’ has no ‘ essence ’, no character ,— how then 
can it have any such character as ‘ coming immediately after the thing ’ 
and the like f 

As i egards the presence of the character of 'coming into existence, having 
been not in existence before ’ , the particle ' cha ’ includes the character of bang 
occasional. — (378) 


«If that is so, if Annihilation has not the character of coming into 
existence immediately after the thing, then what can be the meaning of the 
Sion tLt < there J Annihilation of the thing ’ T When something does 
not belong to a thing, it can never be attributed to it. 

The answer to this is provided m the following 


TEXT (379) 

When it is said that ‘ there is Annihilation of the Thing 
what is meant is that 'the Thing is not there 
And it is not meant to convey the affirmation 
(predication) of any thing (379) 

COMMENTARY 

^ , thaTe 18 Annihilation of the thing ’ appears 

Even though the assortio IS on ly the nega- 

" In such expressions as '^^“^eTs A^mhdaDon of tlio tlnng’, 
son that is affirmed, so m - elation that ,s afiirmed ” 
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TEXT (380) 

The mere naming of a person as ' Donkey ’ does not 

MAD TO THE ATTRIBUTION OF THE WHOLE CHARACTER 
OF THE ASS TO THAT PERSON — (380) 

COMMENTARY. 

The existence and non-existence of things are not dependent upon the 
uso of mere words, as the using of words depends upon the wlnm of the 
speaker xf xt were not so, then if, through a whim, the name Donkey 
we given to a man, the entire character of the Ass would have to he attri- 
buted to that man . _ , , , ... 

The term ‘ baleya ' (m the Text) is a synonym for raeabha (Ass). 

(380) 

The followmg Text asserts that it must be understood that when 
* annihilation 1 is spoken of in regard to a thing, it is only the negation of the 
nature of the thing itself, and there is no affirmation of anything 


TEXT (381) 

If the category named ' Annihilation ’ were affirmed 
in reference to a thing, there being nothing 

ACTUALLY PRODUCED IN THE THING, — HOW 

is it that the Thing ceases 
(to exist) 2 — (381) 

COMMENTARY. 

If it were not as declared by ns, and if the category of annihilation 
were regarded as affirmed in reference to the thing, — then, as there is nothing 
actually produced in the thing concerned, — why should that thing cease 
to exist 7 — (381) 


As regards the argument put forward above (under Text 371) *If 
Destruction were non-existent, all things would be eternal — it is answered 
m the following — 

TEXT (382). 

Thus it is that the Existence of any * Destruction of 
Things ’ of the nature of ‘ Annihilation ’ is not 

ADMITTED , BECAUSE THE ‘ DESTRUCTION OF A 

Thing ’ consists in the Dissociation 
of a particular form, and not in the 
negation of its existence — (382) 

COMMENTARY 

Thus — because it is really of the nature of the dissociation of a parti- 
cular form of the Thing, — and xt is not of the nature of the negation of the 
Thing due to the cessation of the existence of the nature of the Thing itself. 
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Wh> then should our doctrine miohe the nbsurditj of oil things beme 
eternn] * If the ‘Destruction of things', m the form of the negation of 
thtir i Imrncler, were nen-act*lcnt, then nlone the things would be eternal ; 
cm it mntt«r of fact, honest', the Destruction in the shape of the negation 
of character, though itself negatis e in character, is nctualls there, — how then 
cotiM the thing’ lie tternal ’ 

As for the notion of nil properties bung destructible, — the basis for tins 
hie- been nlre’dt explained — (382) 

It has liven argued In the Opponent (under Text 372, above) that ‘If 
tii‘> D'-tniciion of the thing lx eternal then it would be co-eustent with the 
Thine itself ' I la- is answered in tlie following — 


TEXTS (3S3-3S4). 

Win X IT IS ISSERTED THaT * DESTRECTIOX IS OF THE XATCRE OF 

Cess vtiox it does not me ax the affirmatiox of its 

rosrnvr CHARACTER ; IT OXEY DEXIES THE COXTESTTITF 
OF THE FAF.TICCEAR FORM OF THE THIXO BEYOXD 

oxe mowext Thus so eastixg form is 

AITIRMFD IX REGARD TO THE ‘ AXXffltl- 
LATIOX', AXD THERE IS XO ROOM 
FOR THE AETEBXATTVE THAT 
IT IS eternal. —{383-384) 


COMMENTARY 

■When it is said that ‘ there is cessation it does not mean the affirmat.nn 
of the positive form of ‘cessation’ m regard to * Annihilation ’.—for tbe 
simple reason that it Jias no positive form , it means only the demalof the conti- 
nuitv of the particular form of the Thing beyond one moment Thus there is 
no room for the alternative that it is something absolutely eternal , because, 
on account of its having no character at all, it is impossible for it to '■<’■ 
n permanent form. Specially because the properties of etemahty or non- 
etemahtv aro invariably concomitant with the nature of thmgs 

It has been argued by Uddyotalara (under Text 371, above) to the effect 
that — “Under your view, what is without Cause may be eit er sterna or 

non-existent, etc ’’-Rut t thl ^ a “^ 10 " ,S { b f ® S f f^Bauddto^o are fuhy 

— ■ “r 

conversant wi ^ , r ‘ The Wise On© seeking f or the 

h ™ ™ti- ™ ^larTLgs does not perceive any such property 

- - -rsi stre 

KM. “ 
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For the following reason also the Causes ot Destruction should be 
declared to be inefficacious — -When a Thing is produced from its Cause, 
is it produced sometimes as evanescent by its very nature, — and sometimes 
as not-evanescent (eternal) t If it is produced as evanescent, then it cannot 
be the cause of Destruction, because it is destroyed through its own nature. 
When a certain nature (or character) belongs to a Thing, tins thing, when 
produced, is produced with that same nature ; and it does not depend upon 
any other cause (for producing that nature) For instance, the things that are 
bright or fluid or solid and the like — when produced — are produced along with 
these properties, — and they do not depend upon another cause for the bring- 
ing about of these properties. It might he argued thatrT-“ In the case of the 
seed and such things, it is found that though the seed has the nature of produc- 
ing the sprout, yet by itself it cannot pro duce it, it needs the help of other causes 
in the shape of water and such things, — and m the same way, though the 
Thmg may have the evanescent nature, yet for its destruction it would 


require other Causes ” This cannot be right , because what is regarded 
as the * cause ’ of a thing is what brings it about in its final complete form ; 
nothing else is regarded as its ‘ Cause ’ So when a thing has a certain nature, 
it must produce it by itself, and it does not need another Cause. If the seed 
in the granary does not produce the sprout, it is because such productivity 
does not constitute its ‘ nature ' , it may be called ‘ the cause of the Cause ’ 


(of the Sprout), not the direct Cause ; so that this does not vitiate our position. 

If the alternative view be accepted,— -that when the Thing is produced 
it is produced in the non-evanescent (permanent) form, then, for that also, 
any Cause of its destruction would be entirely inefficacious ; because any 
change in the nature of such a thmg would be impossible Because if the 
nature of a thmg were not destroyed immediately after itB production, then, 
later on also, as the same character of permanent standing would be there, 
uhat is there that would be done by the * cause of destruction % by virtue 
of which the thmg could be destroyed ?— The following might be urged—" In 
the case of Copper and other things it is found that, though they are solid 
contact ’ oI flre ' their condition becomes changed ; similarly even 
though the thing may be naturally indestructible, the Cause of its destruction 

its coming 6 V COnd . ltl<m ! and b Y reason of this, it may become destroyed on 
right • as a^tte Tt ^ that °“ se ° f ^ruction ’’.—This cannot be 
because* T’ “ 13 * 0t the 5ame thm S tb at becomes changed ; 

B “T 111 thB P rodulJ tion of another nature or character ; 
TWnself Speak ° £ - ls lt something different from the 

2sb^Lj I8,t f e ^ iUng ltS6lf f be the Thmg itself , as that 

ngam bv ac p' ? T by ltS 0wn 0ausB C and bence could not be produced 

that ft has not s ^ rettams as bs{ °re, retaining its permanence , so 
that is not a<W kf ^ esam P le of Go PP er and other things, 

us) Is tha f Bacause what happens m their case (according to 

peLlS solid-moment ’ of the Copper being icherently 
of such o4h af v a 1 °°“ es destroyed by itself, -then under the influence 

o^coasmuen and'mdr “ 4 ^ ^ “ pr ° du06d > of its 

ents and under other circumstances, a difierent character in the 
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because Properties have no existence by themselves ; — if they did, then they 
would ceass to be Properties Nor are Akasha, etc. uncreated things, — be- 
cause, being devoid of all potentiality, they are to be spoken of as • non- 
existent’, — like the ‘son of the Barren Woman’ This argument may be 
formulated as follows — A thing that is devoid of all potentiality must 
bo non-existent, — like the * son of the Barren Woman ’ , — Akasha, etc 
are devoid of all potentiality , so that this is a natural reason (for regarding 
them as non-existent) , or in Teahty, there is absence of the more extensive 
character (which implies the absence of the less extensive character) — 
Nor can the Season adduced be said to be ‘ inconclusive ’, as this alone is 
enough to justify the notion of * non-existence Nor can the Reason be 
said to be * unproven ' ; as we shall explain later on Nor, lastly, can it be 
said to be ‘ contradictory ’ ; as it is found to be present in all cases where the 
Probandum is known to be present -(385-386) 

« 

Question — “Why cannot the quostion of momentariness or non - 
moment ar mess arise in regard to a non-entity ? * 

The answer is provided in tlie following — 


TEXT (387) 

That Thing is said to be ‘ momentary ’ whose form persists 

FOR A MOMENT , WHILE THAT THING IS SAID TO BE ' NoN- 
MOMENTABY ’ WHICH IS ENDOWED WITH A LASTING 

(permanent) form — ( 387 ) 


COMMENTARY 

The meaning of this is clear — (387) 

th ® f ° Uomn S argument -“The term 
6-2 mi h > C ° ntams th0 Possessive Affix (‘than\ by Panin. 

T I 8 *" C ° me m ? If ’ m accordance with the AV- 

that winch has destruction IXs ^ ' Uan,ka ’ mfia " s 

time , that is at the + ’ k' 5 cannot be right , because of the difference m 

belongs is not” there th 1016 ^ ther . B 13 Deslrucllon ’ the thing to which it 
found to be used m to ' e5ast ) . and the Possessive affix is never 

(with a waw to escan , n ^ thmgS that e5ast at dl££etent *»• « 

entity itself, as quahfied f®\ that dlfficult y) ,fc bo held that the positive 
of as * JUnniia * < ] vn P endm 9 destruction. is wliat is spoken 

quail Bed by the dcstaw ? |’“ even so ’ lt 18 not P Qsslble for the thing 
and thus also the >K Sp ° kea o{ as Pressing that Destruction , 

is meant by things be!-, PossesslvB affix " ould be mjustifiable If what 
existence 1S only onemom ksam j u ‘momentarv’, is that the tune of their 
as the lowest conceiv!ir ’ and tllatha '’ lnSPDSlt * d ths ‘ Asano, ’‘ Mornent, » 

meutnrj ’ which root ^ meRSUre of tune > we call those thing, • mo . 

mue to exist only during that point of tune ,— then 
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tlus also cannot be right, because the Smtddha admits of Time onlj ns i 
mere name (a hypothetical entity, without realit\ ) , and it is not refit for 
vehat is a mere name to be regarded as the qualification of an entit i ’ (.V, j. 
yaiBrttka on 3-2-Z4 page 41S, lines S— 16 Sib fowica Edition ) 

This is answered m the following — 


TEST (3SS) 

That form of the thing which does xot persist after its 
production is what is called ' Kfana ' moment *, 

AX'D THAT WHICH HAS THIS FORM IS HEED TO BE 

‘ Ksanda , ‘ momentary ’ — (3S8) 

COMMENTARY. 

What is called ‘moment 1 is the character of the tlung which is 
destroyed immediately after it lias been produced, and that wliich his 
tlus character is called * momentary This lias been thus dec! mil — 
* Moment is that which is destroyed immodmtelv alter the tlunc lies como 
into existence, and that which has this is colled momen'ory' — )3S*> 

"Even so, as the ‘nature 1 of a thing is not -different from the Thing 
itself, there can be no such idea as that 1 tlus belongs to that ’.—which idol 
is based upon the difference of the two factors concerned 

The answer to this is provided in tbo following 


TEXT (3S9) 

EYEK WHEX THERE IS *0 DIFFEREKCE BF.TWEFX TWO THINGS, 
THERE IS HOTHESG TO PRETEXT THE X0TI0X OF ‘ THIS 
BELONGING TO THAT AS EVERY FXTRFSSIVF 
WORD IS APPLIED IX ACCORDANCE WITH 
AX ARBITRARY WHIM — (35^) 


COMMENTARY. 


In such expressions ns * one's own nnturc 1 the W' <* f ,!l '‘ 

sais ~r~; : :: 


Further, when a man uttcis a 
that form alone, only that much of a 


xerbal sound, that mu'd dr in' 

throe as ton hell it i- nppVd 


)*> 
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denotation being due to convention , and m reality there is no ‘ basic term 
or an * affix ’ ; the term (verbal sound) * kfamka ’ is applied by the learned 
to only such a tiling as does not continue to exist after its coming into exist- 
ence , and suoli a tiling being meant to be denoted by the term ‘ momen- 
tary ’ — it may be used along with an affix or without an affix, we ha\e no 
regard for any such use, which is used on the basis of conventions that are 
purely arbitrary — This is what is shown m the following — 


TEST (390). 

What is meant to be spoken of (by the term * Ksanila ’, 

* MOMENTARY ’) IS THE THING THAT DOES EOT ‘CONTTHUB 
TO EXIST AFTER ITS COMING INTO EXISTENCE ; AND THAT 
TERM MAY BE USED EITHER WITH THE AFFIX OR 

without the affix (to which Vddyotakara 

HAS TAKEN OBJECTION) 

COMMEXTABY 

‘ Evam ' — l e by the term ‘ ksanila \ ‘ momentary ’ 

‘ Willi the affix' — i a., with the Possessive affix (Than) — (390) 

Thus it has been shown that if Akdsha and the rest are regarded as 
uncreated, they must be regarded as being non-existent ; and it is now going 
to be shown that if they are regarded as existent, they must lie momentary . — 


TEXT (391) 

If Aldsha, Time and such things are existent, then, 

BEING SO, THEY CANNOT ESCAPE FROM BEING 
momentary , — just like the created 
things —(391) 

CQM5 IEXTABY 

‘Krtah stands for 4 Irtalah \ 1 created tilings ’ 
us indicates * being’, * existence as the Reason {for regarding tilings 
momentary). — (391) ° 


This Reason is stated 


more explicitly: — 
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TEXTS (392-394) 


For instance, whatever things are existent are ail in a state 

OF PERPETUAL FLUX, JUST AS ALL CREATED THINGS HAVE 
JUST BEEN SHOWN TO RE THESE THINGS, Ihallta, 

Time, God, and the rest are held by you to be 
existent these could never have an existence 
ie they were devoid of Tnomentanness , 

— BECAUSE PER3IANENT THINGS CANNOT 
HAVE ANY FRUITFUL ACTIVITY, 

either successively or 

SIMULTANEOUSLY, — THERE- 
FORE THEY ARE HELD 

to be non-existent 

—(392-394) 


COMMENTARY. 

Tho reasoning may be thus formulated — What is existent must be 
momentary, — hke tho things just shown to bB momentary, — Alaska and 
other (uncreated) things are held by you to be existent, this is therefore a 
natural reason (for regarding them as momentary) 

‘ As have been shown to be ’ , — i e as momentary 

This shows that the Corroborative Instance is not devoid of the Proban- 
dum, as its presence has been already established 

* Held by you ' , — this is meant to indicate that the reasoning here put 
forward is an indirect one, m the form of a Redvctio ad absurdum Otherwise 
the Reason cited would be one that is not admitted by one or the other of 
the two parties 

Question — 11 In what way is the invariable concomitance of the Reason 
(with the Probandum) established"? ” 

Answer ‘ If they mere devoid of momentarmess, etc’ , the ‘existence’ 

that is meant to be the Reason here is that which consists in ' capacity for 
fruitful action ’ , and this ‘ existence ’ must he absent, if ‘ motnentanness 
is absent , because when things perform a fruitful act, they do it either 
successively and simultaneously,— there is no other way of acting except 
successively and simultaneously, as these two arc mutually exclusive, 
as is clearly perceived , for instance, the Jar is not perceived, at one and the 
same tone, to perform the successive functions of containing wine, water 
and other liquids as apart from one another,— and also the simultaneous f na - 
tions of bringing about its own cognition and also containing va tor, atone 

— r^ri serrmr^tr^rr 

SSSTfcK ~ found to produce those same 
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successively also. All this is clearly established by direct Perception Thus 
succession being excluded by simultaneity, and vice versa, the cognition that 
precludes both these functions (the successive as well as the simultaneous) 
naturally precludes the object also to which those functions belong, — and 
it also indicates that there can be no third kind of functioning , thus then 
there is mutual exclusion — 1 contradiction ’ — be tv. eon these tuo — succession 
and sinrallaneifi/ — of that particular kind in which the presence of one 
implies the absence of the other Thus no third kind of activity being 
possible, all fruitful activity of tlungs must be either successive or simulta- 
neous; and when such activity is precluded m Permanent tlungs by the 
absence of the more extensive character, it precludes its characteristic in 
the shape of * existence ' also. In tins w ay the necessary invariable 
concomitance becomes secured 

It cannot be argued, in answer to this that — “ The succession and simul- 


taneity of the things themselves have not yet been proved, inasmuch as 
Time is not postulated by us as a distinct entity ” — It wifi not be right to 
argue thus, because we do not say that the 1 succession ’ and • sim ultan e ity ’ 
of tlungs are due to a distinct category in the shape of Time ; what we mean 
is that it is due to their coming into existence m those ways For instance, 
when it so happens that when one comes into existence, the others also 


come into existence similarly, then they form the basis of the notion 
of non-succession ’ or ' simultaneity ’ ; as is found m the case of several 
sprouts coming out from similar causal conditions when, on the other hand, 
t gs appear in a different manner, they are spoken of as * successive ’ ; 
e.g , Buch things as the sprout, the stem, the leaves, and so forth.— All these 

“TT TiTf,' >e T ed b? <5lre0t pBrce P ti0n ’ and spoken of as such by 
tlmL c , , n ‘” g ° f Causcs also Awards the bringing about of such 

obieLn r:* ySPOken ° f as '~sive ’ or ' simultaneous - Thus the 
objection that has been urged cannot be rightly urged against us 

the predus,on P o P f°“ e ^L«l In a ^ Se W6r ° proved to ** permanent, 

elusion Of fruitful ITT nmuUaneity might not imply the pre- 

prectudi in miTTT ° f tha ‘ Tree ’ Hornes 

‘ sfumskapa ’ ; otherwise if XT? P TiT preoludes the particular tree 
absence of the shimshavd h« „ P T ltseIf were ™known where could the 
finny itself does not exist If DSIUSe ! 6 TOa tter of fact, the permanent 

- *»r. ST 1 “ “■ '■ '*>* 

then it cannot he right to r" * * Uch a P p - rm °nent thing does exist, 

“””“7;' >" “—C “ p ”“ » 

is not so, we renhr Ttrj, 1 

extensive character as Vh<Hl ” Urge the n °n-perception of the more 
as an independent vahdTlTf ^ tlagatl ' rB c °nchision, we do not urge it 
ad absurdum anauTtT * ^ PUt Xt forward onl y la «ie form of a 
fte Permanence of the thma IiT ° pp0nent ’ tbe sense being—,/ you accept 

®s ■succession’ »L « he “’ y0U ° annob admifc its fruitful activity — 

«*,« “ “ f «•»». 

a “ d ^niultaneity are invariably concomitant. 



250 


TATTVASANGRAHA CHAPTER YHX 


— cannot be present m it ; because when the wider thing is not there, the 
narrower thing cannot be there , otherwise the two could not be related as 
being of ‘ larger ’ and ‘ narrower ’ extension Hence on the preclusion of 
the capacity for fi uitful activity, the presence of existence also cannot be accept- 
ed , as the said capacity constitutes the characteristic of ‘ existence 1 

By tlus method the non-existence of things becomes established 

Nor is it necessary that the Corroborative Instance per Dissimilarity 
must always bo a real entity , as all that is meant to be shown by such in- 
stance is that the absence of the Probandum means the absence of the Pro- 
bnns. And this is proved by the mere assertion, — without admitting the 
roal existence of any object, — that when the wider tiling is absent the nar- 
rower thing also must be absent, — after it has been recognised in a general 
way that between the two tilings there lies the relation that one lias a wider 
extension than the other and as such there is invariable concomitance 
between them , e g , the assertion 1 when the Tree is absent, the Shimshapd 
cannot bo there — This has been thus declared — ‘ In the case of the Corro- 
borative Instance per dissimilarity , it is not necessary that the existence 
of the objective substratum should be admitted , as what is intended follows 
from the mere assertion that on. the absence of one, the other also cannot be 
there ' -(393-394) 

The following Text shows that the Permanent Thing cannot have any 
successive fruitful activity 


TEXT (395). 


Effects are delayed on account of the non-proximity of 
the Cause If the efficient Cause were there, 

TO WHAT WOULD THAT DELAY BE DUE (395) 


COMMENTARY. 

theu , own wish that the effects come into existence or not 
It is not by being and not being depend upon the 

come into existence , m ^ Under the circumstances, if the Thing 

presence or d*K*<*^ % there> M the cause of all th.ngs^-then 
in its permanent form were a > , , f c6 being dependent as 

z, f* «- *» •»«*> *”r jsfs 

they sre upon the mere press other!—' ‘Jlstpa’ IS Oeley— So thot 

appear successively-one after existence beforehand, -because 

even the subsequent effect shou f just like the offocb flint 

its Cause would be there m its untrammelled fonn, 

the Opponent has in view -(395) 

the following Text, the Opponent offers an explanation - 
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TEXT (396). 

“ Even of the eternal thing, there are certain auxil- 
iaries, — ON ACCOUNT OF WHOSE HELP, THE FORMER 
BRINGS ABOUT THE LARGE NUMBER OF ITS 
EFFECTS, IN SUCCESSION ” — (396) 

COMMENTARY 

“ Even though the Permanent Entity is always there, yet its auxiliaries 
come up to it only in succession , hence on account of these latter, the Per- 
manent Entity will naturally produce its effects only m succession ” — (396) 

The following Text answers this argument — 


TEXTS (397-399). 

This is at.l very well , but when those other things become its 

* AUXILIARIES IS IT BECAUSE THEY ARE THE CAUSE OF THE CAUSAL 
EFFICIENCY (OF THE PERMANENT THING) 5 Or BECAUSE THEY 
ALSO SERVE THE SAME PURPOSE ? — IF THEY ABE THE CAUSE OF 
THE CAUSAL EFFICIENCY (OF THE PERMANENT THING), 

then this Thing itself would be produced by them ; 

AND YET THIS IS INCAPABLE OF BEING PRODUCED, AS IT IS 
ALWAYS THERE (BEING PERMANENT) Or, IF THE VERY 
FORM OF THE PERMANENT THING WERE HF.T.T1 TO BE 
PRODUCED (BY THE AUXILIARIES), THEN ITS ETERNA- 

lity (permanence) disappears If the 
* peculiarity ’ (produced in the Perma- 
nent Thing) be regarded as something 

DISTINCT FROM THE THING ITSELF, THEN, 

HOW CAN THIS (THING) BE REGARDED 
AS THE * Cause ’ (397-399) 


COMMENTARY. 

As a matter of fact, it is not possible for the Permanent Thing to have 
y aum arj Because (a) would that be an ' auxiliary ’ by virtue of creating 
bee 11 81 COIKbtlorls m ^ n 8 — as the Earth, Water and other things 

m, au ^ l ' iaries °f the seed through producing in it such conditions as 
ng an the like ? Or (6) would it by virtue of their serving the same 
rpose 1 as the thing as Colour oto become auxiliaries to the Eye in pro- 
™ S 10 '" lsuaI perception of Colour, by mere appearance ? — The former 
in be " lamtamed ! because the ‘ peculiar condition ’ that is produced 

g ’ by the auxiliary — would that condition be non-different or 

nor n f0mi ° { thmg ltself 1 ~ OT wovdd jt h® neither different 
nor non-different ? Or would it be both different and non-diSerent ?_as 
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" , “ se00nd “'^native be accepted, in that case, the effect being 
thfo“l y C ° 10n W ^ U63tl0n ' the Th “S « would cease to be 

The term ‘aaaw’ (m the fourth hue of the Ten) stands for the 

Permanent Thing.— (397-399) 

The same argument is further clarified m the following— 


TEXT (400) 

The effects would nr that case be produced duly when the 
said ' Condition ’ is there, — and they would not be 

FllOD UCED WHEN THE * CONDITION ’ IS NOT THERE , 

AND THUS PT WOULD BE THIS * CONDPEION ’ THAT 
WOULD HAVE TO BE REGARDED AS THEIR 

Cause — (400) 

COMMENTARY. 

When 1 it ’ — i e , the said condition — m there — ' Thus ie , from the 
positive and negative concomitance just pointed out — (400) 


The following Text states an answer from the standpoint of the Opponent, 
and then refutes it] — 

TEXTS (401-402) 

It MIGHT BE ARGUED THAT — " ON ACCOUNT OF ITS (THE CONDITION’S) 
RELATION TO THE THING, THE CAUSAL CHARACTER DOES BELONG TO 

that (Thing) also " — What ' relation ’ can be held to subsist 

BETWEEN THESE TWO 2 — IT CANNOT BE identity , AS THE TWO 
ARE RECOGNISED AS DISTINCT Nor CAN THE RELATION 
RE HELD TO CONSIST IN THE FACT TEAT IT IS PRODUCED 
FROM IT , AS IN THAT CASE, THERE SHOULD BE SIMUL- 
TANEITY , AND THEN THE APPEARANCE OF THE EFFECTS 
ALSO WOULD BE SIMULTANEOUS — (401-402) 


COMMENTARY 

’ Its ’—l e , of the condition — ‘ Thai ’—the permanent thing 
With the words ‘ uihni relation, etc ' the Author replies to the aimer 
rf the Opponent The meaning is that no relation is possible bctuccntho 
two There are only two kinds of relation possible Identity and Being 
’reduced out o f it -the relation between the thing and the condition cannot 
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be that of Identity-, as the two have been admitted to be different. Nor 
can the relation be that of being produced out of it ; because, m fact, the 
effects are produced out of the auxiliaries themselves. If then, it be accepted 
that the conditions are produced out of the thing, then, as the appearance 
of the conditions would be contingent upon the thing itself, all the conditions 
would be produced simultaneously, and this would imply the simultaneous 
appearance of all the effects also , as the Cause (m the shape of the Per- 
manent Thing) along with the conditions would be always present — (401-402) 

TEXT (403) 

If it be held that there is need for a further auxiliary, 

— THEN THERE WOULD BE AN INFINITE REGRESS pEOM 
THIS IT FOLLOWS THAT, ON ACCOUNT OF THE ABSENCE 
OF RELATION, THE EFFECT CANNOT BE PRODUCED 
EVEN ONCE — (403) 

COMMENTARY. 

If it be held that ** for the producing of the said * conditions * also 
there is need for other auxiliaries , so that the conditions appear successively 
and hence there can he no simultaneous appearance of the effects ”, — this 
cannot be right ; as in this way, there would be an Infinite Regress For in- 
stance, for these auxiliaries also, there would have to be postulated further 
auxiliaries for the bringing about of otheT conditions ; of that condition again, 
which would bo different, there would be no relationship,— and if it were 
to be produced out of the same, then all effects would be produced simul- 
taneously , and if a further auxiliary were needed for that, — the same 
difficulties would agam present themselves —Thus there being this infinite 
regress, no relationship between the Thing and the Condition could be estab- 
lished , and when this cannot be established, then the effect would be pro- 
duced not from the Permanent Thing, hut from the Condition itself.— (403) 


TEXTS (404-405). 

KELATTOK BETWEEN the two (the Permanent thing and 
the Conditions) were held to be that of ‘ Inherence ’ (subsist- 
ence), then also the following has got to be considered 
the Inherent’ thing so regarded because ms helpful? 

R NOT so f If the former alternative is accepted, then 
IT COMES TO BE THE SAME AS THE RELATION OF 
BEING PRODUCED FROM IT AND THIS HAS 
JUST BEEN REJECTED. — (404-405) 

COMMENTARY, 

PerianTOtEn^ areUed i that ~“ th9 relatl0n between the condition and the 
y “ not that o£ bei7> 3 produced from it, but that of inhering 
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without being helpful ’ —Under (■>«, K * S , 1 1S lecI to be inherent 

.»»„ i i n ?L?is ;“rr- “* ur »— 

«— rtah ■«. b„« , P „ ta “f Sf * Sf-TL- t a r,'" 

it , and tins has been just rejected —(404-405) S prodwed f nm 


If the second alternative is accepted, then 
everything would be ‘inherent’ in everything 
m the following — 


there being no distinction, 
This is what is explained 


TEXT (406) 


In case the ‘ inherent ’ he wot something helpful to that 

WHEREIN IT INHERES, THEN ALL THINGS WOULD BE EQUALLY 
INHERENT, AS THERE COULD BE NOTHING TO DIFFEREN- 
TIATE ONE FROM THE OTHER— (406) 


COMMENTARY 

'Equally',— because, in the matter of being not helpful, it could not be 
differentiated from the thing that is meant by the opponent (to be inherent) 
—(406) 


The Author next takes up the views that both (the Permanent Thing 
and the Conditions) are both different and non different — 


TEXT (407) 

Each of the two alternatives— that the two are Different 
and non.-diffe.remt — having thus been severally rejected, 
THE IDEA THAT THE CONDITION IS BOTH (DIFFERENT 
AND NON-DIFFERENT) ALSO BECOMES DISCARD- 
ED.— (407) 


COMMENTARY 

The rejection of each of the two alternatives naturally implies liio 
rejection of both alternatives , as the tiro alternatives together do not differ 
from the two alternatives treated severally — Furthor (between two con- 
tradictories), the acceptance or rejection of one must imply the rejection or 
acceptance, respectively, of the other , hence it cannot be right to regard tho 
existing thing as bemg both different and non different (from tho Conditions) , 
as the same thing cannot be both affirmed and denied at the snmo time; 

otherwise it would cease to be one (407) 

The following Text shows that this has already been explained before, 
m course of the examination of the doctrine of the ‘ Pudgata ’ (section F, 
chapter VH) and the rest. 
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TEXT (408) 

T W COURSE or THE examination of the ‘Podgaba’, etc 

1 " b! ™ — B0TH ™ NATWES 

ff i M accepted hence the ‘ Condition 
^OT BE BOTH ‘ DIFFERENT ’ AND ‘ NON -DIFFER- 
ED ’ , NOR CAN IT BE NEITHER ‘ DIFFERENT 
NOR ‘ NON-DIFFERENT ’ —(408) 

) 

COMMENTARY 

The other party now puts forward the view that the • Auxiliaries ’ of 
the Permanent Thing beeome so by reason of their 

as the latter [the second alternative suggested under M ^397] To 
effect, some people argue as follows “The Permanent Tlung does not 
require the Auxiliaries,— and yet apart from the Auxiliaries, it cannot brmg 
about its effect , the fact of the matter is that its very nature is such that it 
produces its effect only when aU its auxiliaries are close to it,— and never 
by itself, like the Pinal Cause Hence even though the tiling he always 
present, there is no possibility of all its effects being produced simultaneous- 
ly” 

This is the view set forth in the following 


TEXTS (409-410) 

u Even though the Permanent Thing may not act uall y need the 
auxiliary agencies, yet, apart from these latter, it cannot 

PRODUCE ITS EFFECT, LIKE THE FlNAL CAUSE , ITS OWN NATURE 
IS SUCH THAT IT BECOMES AN EFFICIENT CAUSE ONLY 
WHEN IN CLOSE PROXIMITY TO THE AUXILIA- 
RIES , HENCE IT IS THAT EVEN THOUGH THE 

Permanent Thing is always present, 

ITS EFFECT DOES NOT COME ABOUT 
ALWAYS ” — (409-410) 

COMMENTARY. 

The ' na’ (at the end of the second line) goes with ‘ kdralcah 

* Like the Final Cause \ — this is meant to be the Corroborative Instance 
2>er dissimilarity f or it may be taken as the Corroborative Instance per simi- 
larity m support of the proposition stated zn the last line ‘ it becomes an 
efficient cause, etc ’ 

The term * heluvat * is to be analysed as 1 hetoh * (with the genitive 
ending) * iva \ 

‘ Even though the Permanent thing , etc* — i.e , even though the Permanent 
Thing is always there -(409-410) 


The above view is answered in the following — ■ 
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TEXT (411) 


This may hr so , but ip the character op the Percent 
Thing in its complete poem (along with m auxiliaries) 

BE HELD TO BE THE SAME AS THAT OP IT IN ITS 
INCOMPLETE POEM (WITHOUT THE AUXILIARIES), 

THEN THE AUXILIARIES ALSO SHOULD BE 

permanent (Eternal) — (411) 


COMMENTARY. 

Tho nbovo tlioory may be all right, but what has to be examined here 
is tins— The character that belongs to the Permanent Thing in its complete 
form as fully equipped with its auxiliaries,— is this character the same as 
that of tho same thing in its incomplete form (without the Auxiliaries) T 
Or is it different from this latter ?— If it is the same, then the auxiliaries 
should bo regarded as permanent — ( 411 ) 

The following Text shows how tJrnt is so— 


TEXTS (412-413) 

Because they must exist while that thing exists whose 
character is connected with them — If, on the other 

HAND, THE INCOMPLETE PORK BE HELD TO BE DIFFERENT 
(PROM THE COMPLETE FORM), THEN THE UNITY OP THE 
THING BECOMES LOST — THUS THE SUCCESSIVE 
APPEARANCE OF EFFECTS IS NOT POSSIBLE, 

EVEN WHEN THE CAUSE IS DEPENDENT 
(UPON AUXILIARIES) — (412-413) 

COMMENTARY. 

The term ‘ tatsambaddha, etc ' is to be expounded as ‘ that whose character 
is connected with them,’ — i e the Auxiliaries 

* They must exist ’ — -l e the Auxiliaries must exist — Just as when a man 
tied to a chain is dragged, the chain also becomes dragged, — the auxiliaries 
must follow the Permanent thing with which they are connected Thus 
alone does the Thing become saved from renounomg its previous character. 
If it does not renounce its character which is connected with the auxiliaries, 
then on account of the non-relinquishment of the character connected with 
the a uxilia ries, the implication is that it does not relinquish the auxiliaries 
also ; because the ‘ connection ’ is always dependent upon the connected 
factor. Otherwise the character of the thing would not be the some as tho 
previous one. 
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If it be held that the incomplete form of the thing {i.e. without the 
auxiliaries) is different from that of the complete form (along with the 
a uxili aries), then the answer is as follows . If the form of the tiling as without 
the auxiliaries be held to be different from its form as with the auxiliaries, 
then it loses its permanence, as the form is nothing different from the tiling 
itself 

Thus, even if the action of the cause be dependent upon auxiliaries, 
it is not possible for the Permanent Thing to have any successive fruitful 
activity — (412-413) 

The following Text shows that even simultaneous action is not possible — - 


TEXT (413). 

As fob simultaneity, that is not favoured (by the other party 

AT ALL) , AS THE EFFECTS ARE ACTUALLY FOUND TO 

appear in succession — (413) 


COMMENTARY. 

Evan the other party do not favour the idea of the effects of the 

^‘ ng w ieme ““rttaneous. For instance, the following are 
described as the effects of Permanent Things : (a) Pleasure p„i„ j . , 

author new proceeds to show that it is contrary to Inference also .- 


tT^THING POISED 0FTSE CAUSAL POTENCY DISAPPEARS 
“ HAVINO BROUGHT ABOUT ALL ITS ERECTS SBIUL- ’ 

"Eousdy, then its momentariness becomes 
established — (414) 

COMMENTARY. 
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Or does it continue to exist ?-These are the only two alternatives possible - 
If it is held that it disappears, then that establishes its momentary cliarao- 
ter , as at each moment fresh natures would be appearing, one after the 
other, each preceding nature becoming destroyed by itself — (414) 


TEXTS (415-416) 

If, on the other hard, the form of the efficient Cause CON- 
TINUES (AFTER HAVING BROUGHT ABOUT THE EFFECTS), THEN IT 
SHOUT I) PRODUCE THE EFFECT OVER AGAIN , BECAUSE, HOW 
COULD ANY EFFICIENCY BE ATTRIBUTED TO WHAT IS NOT 
EFFECTIVE IN BRINGING ABOUT DUE EFFECTS * THUS 
ATT. THINGS WOULD BE NON-EXISTENT AND MOMEN- 
TARY, — TAKE THE ' SKY-LOTUS — ON ACCOUNT OF 
THEIR BEING DEVOID OF ALL efficiency , BE- 
CAUSE — tt is efficiency (for effective action) 

THAT CONSTITUTES THE CHARACTERISTIC OF 

(existing) ‘ Things ’ — (415-416) 


' COMMENTARY 

If the second alternative is accepted, then, as the form of the thing, 
m the shape of its causal efficiency, would continue,— it should produce its 
effect over again, because it will not have abandoned its fmnAm 
just like its previous condition , and thus there would come about the same 
succession of effects This shows that the doctrine of simultaneity is contrary 

to Inferential Beasonmg .... . ., 

It might be argued that-" It may be that the effect.veao.onothe 
Permanent Thing is neither successive or simultaneous, and yet its offietencj 

may be there all the same M * whtm 

In answer to this, it is sa.d_‘ Hoiv could any cfficcncy, ,+ *• 

the efficiency of things is determined, it is L°^otbrmEabout nnv effect, how 
about their effects j so that when a ° officioncy bo attributed to 

could it be efficient I Otherwise, why could not efficiency 

the * sky-lotus ’ and other such £ tho xhing has cheap 

Says the stdfe,^) , and as ,t would 

■ed, the existence of the Thing is stm me v w 


pearea, tne earasre™* ^ ° »* 

bom existence, your Beacon becomes '^^slerU, ^ ^.--The only 

Answer —‘Thus all things «™* . shouW ha . v(S tho capacity for 

characteristic of an existing thing* 4 could existence, the 

effective action; i! tins capacity has Weare 
characteristic feature of the entity, remain ther 
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examination of the doctrine of the 

Thus it is established that Alaska and other things winch are held to 
be non-mo, nentary (permanent) can only be regarded as ' non-existent , 
—hke * the son of the Barren Woman *, -because they are devoid of the capa- 
city for effective action, functioning either successively or simultaneous y. 
-(415-416) 


TEXT (417) 

I®, THEN, CAPACITY (FOR FRUITFUL ACTION) BE NOT ADMITTED TO 
BE THE CHARACTERISTIC FEATURE OF THE ' ENTITY — THEN, UNDER 
THE CIRCUMSTANCES, IT BEHOVES THE OTHER PARTY TO 
POINT OUT SOME OTHER CHARACTERISTIC FEATURE OF 

* Entities ' — (417) 

COMMENTARY 

It might be argued that — “ If capacity for effective action were the 
characteristic feature of entities, then alone all tins would be very well — In 
that case it should ho explained what their characteristic feature is As a 
matter of fact, when it is said that the ‘ Hare’ s Horn * and such thing are ‘ non- 
entities this idea is based entirely upon the absence m them of the capacity 
for effective action. Then, inasmuch as ‘ entity ’ and ‘ non-entity ’ are 
mutually exclusive, it follows, by implication, that the characteristic feature 
of ‘entity’, as distinguished from ‘non-entity’, consists in its capacity 
for effective action — (417) 

The following Text anticipates the opponent’s answer to the above : — 


TEXT (418). 

If THE CHARACTERISTIC FEATURE OF ‘ ENTITIES ’ BE HELD TO 
consist in being related to existence (Being), — that cannot 

BE RIGHT , BECAUSE NO SUCH RELATION AS THAT OF 

Inherence ’ and the like is known to subsist 

BETWEEN THEM How TOO COULD THEY BE 

the Characteristic feature of one 
another i — (418) 


COMMENTARY 

, the °PP°nent] — “ Capacity for effective action is not the character- 

of ex,!? llre ent,l,es . it is ‘ being related, to existence’, i e , the ‘ Inherence 
(Being) % that is their characteristic featuie ” 

charnetLT'T 1° tlUS ls ~ Timt cannQl be ’ e that cannot he the right 
ic eature of entities , — heccrase no such relation as that of 1 Inker- 
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TEXTS (419-421). 


An, OPERATIONS BEARING UPON THE CONSIDERATION OF THINGS ARE 
TO BE CARRIED ON BY ONE 'WHO HAS AN UNDISTURBED INTELLECT 
AND SEEKS TO ACCOMPLISH A USEFUL PURPOSE, — NOT BY ONE WHO 
IS DEMENTED HeNOE IT WOULD BE RIGHT TO DETERMINE THE 
EXISTENCE OF ONLY SUCH A THING AS WOULD BE OF USE TO 
SOME PEOPLE, AT SOME PLACE, AT SOME TIME AND IN 
SOME WAY IT IS IN REFERENCE TO SUCH A THING 

that we are proving the momenianness , and it 

IS ONLY WITH REFERENCE TO SUCH THINGS 
THAT THE UNIVERSAL PREMISS Has 
BEEN ASSERTED — (419-421) 


COMMENTARY, 

Whenever there is any consideration as to anything being existent or 
non-existent, it is done by one who seeks to accomplish some useful purpose 
—and not because he is addicted to the habit of considering things; as 
otherwise he would he regarded as a demented person Hence an intelligent 
person can seek to determine the existence of only such things as could be 
of use to persons seeking to accomplish a useful purpose, m some way, directly 
or indirectly, at some place, and at some time , and not anything else , as 
there would be no basis for such consideration, and no useful purpose would 
be served by xt 

The tom ‘ adi * is meant to include the consideration of suoh particular 
things as Fire, Water and the like 

th,nI hU l W !" lt W6 816 tlymg to prOV0 13 thB "“»“»*“* character of only those 
? P 1 aCCOmpbSh “g P^ose of mtlgent 

™d2tZ«r J r™ T' n 88 ' entlt y'> •»*««»•. oud which have the 
as What we he capaWe o£ accomplishing a useful purpose And 

IL I Z faZn “ t he BaaSOn 13 the ' for fruitful action >, 

? ‘n SU ° h 8 EeaS ° n ’ 6Ud * 13 * Reason which 

J mvanabl y concomitant, m the universal form 

^hichaito th!™' T nterlneSS) f-kaf Premiss is said to he ‘umveraal* 
turn between T concomitance of the Reason, without any distmc- 

. nXZ^iSS' t0 oontam the probandum and what 


' thing, te f S ans J er th » question why the character, 
action attributed to what is devoid of the capacity . 


entity 

effective 





iArn,i*.t*,(.iMr/A uunj.n \m 


TEXTS (422-121) 

Tint uitrui r: ni:i<ub m a i.r, (,'u*acht, ami is mke 'the 
■>>'. m mi l*.vm\ Momj\ ", si;wit jtiroMjs a ('aim, (basis) 

1*>M 1(11. MI'il) III Till Ommsc II ST 1*1 ItSOV, .AND AS nr 
*'l <•11 A Till'll., 1ST! I MM ST MIS DO SOT PI.ItCF.IVI AS' 

It I I IT 111 * I MAI . \ITIIt AS ft SO I mini. Till V DO SOT St.Fk TO 
!-•! Mil M| ir-i ) usUnn ; IS ASV St I II ATrl.MPT WOI Ml 
to ihmh i Ti i.v ins) i.i %s Tiiri'i' f vs in, .so tsi i rf, 
i*ii*i»si S| I V ID in i'i"iv !s< Till nmnatttmnni oi 
MUf V TftlSi So rim AsroBIKTIOS TVKI.S'TO 
Tills 1 VIA O V It SOM TI f,Y 1 I ril.l — ( I22-J24) 


COMM1..S V\UY. 

' /'l *»' /'”■ f/ii- m, ' . — ilio term ‘mi'll ’ is mount to indtcato that 

it ii - 1 >, rr .f in regard l*» (?)»' ‘inwiti' of (ho sttno ’series* as the 
i ml t m<l, lint n!"i in r*v’ ml to stnh other purposes ns J ho holihny of tuatcr 
nit' l th" r< * (m lint i i-" of th" .tor) 

* />" n-’ ]■*!, st > th' i‘ff<rt or rhornrt. r nn'l ro forth * , — llio Urm * hurya ' , 
' , <J, t , stands for 111' (rinl, mill' 111' li'rm 1 rupn ' for nature, character, 
.„nn>l ■ -• firth ' imludi'i th- pirtnuhir turn", place and condition ,—w lint is 
111 ' ml I, III It Hill II limit’ docs not differ m nnj waj from nbs-oluto non- 
i"iti(n i lil." tli" ' Hare's Horns ’. 

Nor in th- r- nm u-"fn! purpose to ho served for tlm person seeking to 
m < oinph h i. imrje.s". li\ proving the ‘ momcntnrmcss ‘ of ouch a tiling, 
tiii< ,m ,, dm jv.rrepti.m or non perception of Mich n diameter m it would 
„..t li"lp m « omphs'iiiiR nm good, nor m nvo.dmg on out This has been 
flint declund — ‘ I or one sis-king to accomplish n usorul purpose, what would 
l,i the use m <ho i.ssmg „ thing « lu< I* •« incapable of accomphslurig a useful 
purpose ’ ttlmt mod ha- the so, mg woman of discussing whether the 

man wanting in virihtv is htind'omo or uglv ? 

J.’or these reasons, when the disputant raises such questions as- How 
,s ,t know u that it is momenta, i » is entireU futile , bocausolus opponent 
dues not wish to provo the mowiciilormmr of such things (42 - 


text (423) 

, VI „ Inhin AUK H>IW» TO BE C'tpabh of fruitful 

*' StTUI TU,sr.v AS 

nchviti/, is go I Ait As Tin y - 11 „. 

, or.smoh , AM. 1 1 T TttrsE Ai*r. not cx.efe.if 

COMMEXTABV. 

, , ‘ Skv -lotus * arc found to bo capable of 

Tli® I .1 to ««'. « nbout of such cognitions as ‘the sk 5 - 

fcitdi flint ful union «s the bringing 



ration of the norarnm of the —— “ ™ *" 

S^SSSSSS 

The following Text supplies the answer to this 


TEXT (426). 

The character is question as attributed to the ‘ sky-lotus ’ is 

ENTIRELY BASELESS , ITS IDEA IS THERE ONLY AS THE RESULT 
OF ONE’S EAGERNESS FOR WRANGLING — (426*) 


COMMENTARY. 

As a matter of fact, the capacity for fruitful activity is not admitted m 
the ’ sky-lotus ’ and such things The idea of it ib merely an outcome of 
the opponent’s imagination and is utterly baseless — (426) 

Question — “ What is the Proof that annuls the idea of the said notion 
actually arising out of the ’ sky -lotus ’ and such things ? ” 

Answer — 


TEXT (427). 

IF THE SAID IDEA HAD A NON-ENTITY FOR ITS CAUSE, THEN IT WOULD BE 
PRODUCED CONSTANTLY , AS THE NON-ENTITY CANNOT NEED 
ANYTHING ELSE, BEING ALWAYS DEVOID OF 
DISTINCTIONS — (427) 

COMMENTARY. 

The compound ' abhavataranatve’ is to be expounded as ‘the character 
of haling a non-eutitj -like the sky-lotus , — for its cause ’ If the idea 
had such a non-entity for its cause then the idea of the sky-lotus and such 
things would be produced constantly ; because its cause would be always 
present in its perfect form Nor can it be said to be dependent upon the 
help of other things, as by its very nature it is incapable of being helped by 
anything else, hence its activity towards producing its effect could not 
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1** in Jvi fK-cnrirtnnl 
— (-J27) 


on Recount of the occasional absence of such 


In the foMov ini' Ttst\ th» 
I ‘nyttf-n (tt Hu-ldluM wno~) : — 


n.Khor «H f 0f ()i (ho 0 f B/tadanla- 


TEXTS (428-434) 

" Evt '. ir thing*. Aiir momentary,— now can there be any ejfedne 
union f The initial Arximpres cou,d not be moDucrrrr . or 
irf'H.uniTjr.-* in one another , bfcausf if they have come into 

S Xl'TYNCE, TKFX JH’KT BF THFRE ALREADY IN THEIR COMPLETE FORM; 

ir TKIY i nvr not cone into existence, as the entities would 
not nr Tnrr.r. as this arsen-cf would be utthout differentiation, 
vitrunoRE cou.n not the rFrrcr itself be produced therefrom 
( ror tim iir.iNniNT! Aimer or which the Auxiliaries are poshed)? 
M-rmLtv is rury could not be differentiated from anythino 
i t.Nf, Hi Inc. 1 qually orr.v to question Thus too there would 
hi. an infinite rtoress of Auxiliaries for you —Then again, as 

THEY COt ED NOT 1TAVF AN FFIFCTtVE ACTION EITHER SUCCESSIVELY 
OIL MM* LTANTOI SLY, IT IS USELESS TO REGARD THEM AS ’ MOMENTARY ’ ; 

Mrmuy ttiirv no peculiarity can be brought about by any 

AUXILIARIES, TOE ENTIRE SERIES IS RIGHTLY HELD TO BE WHOLLY 

UMHrrrEENTMTED (uniform). If then the Destruction were 
wmiorr CArsr, rr should come about at the very begesnino ; and 
IF TOFKK nr no possibility of it at toe beginning, how could it 
come at the end also ? — If again, no cause is admitted except 

TOE CAUSE OF THF E NTITIE S THEMSELVES,— THEN WHY SHOULD 
THERE RE ANY INCONGRUITY IN THEIR DESTRUCTION 
COMING ABOUT IN CERTAIN CASES ONLY (NOT 

ALWAYS) 5 ”-(428-434) 


COJDrEXTARY. 

ybjattna to argued ns follows v— “ Even if things were momen- 
ta, nny activity of theirs, cither successive or simultaneous, would be 
incompatible — Because, by themselves, they could be either capable, or 
incapable, of such action If they are capable, then they cannot need auxil- 
iaries ; os what is itself capable does not need anything else.-H the things am 
th^eVics Incapable, then any need for amabanes is all the more baseless 
For instance tim things that fall within the scope of the first senes cannot 
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such a ‘moment’ could be produced from the undifferentiated things, 
wherefore could the effect m question also not he produced ? Nor oan it 
be right to say that they are produced out of what is different from the initial 
‘ senes ’ ; as it is entirely on this ground that there is no differentiation 
among the components of the ‘ senes ’ themselves. If these also were 
ultimately to bring about particular entities, then there would be an infinite 
regress — Thus, there being no differentiation, how could any effect be 
produced from an undifferentiated ‘ senes ’ of Causes ? If there were to be 
production out of the undifferentiated Cause, then all things would be pro- 
duced from all things 


“ Thus then, even when there is an incongruity in effective action, coming 
either successively or< simultaneously, — things do have effective activity, — 
and in the same manner, even though they are permanent, they could have 
the necessary effective activity. Hence it is needless to have recourse to 
the theory that things are momentary. 

“Thus the Reason put forward (by the Buddhist )- — ■* because things exist 
(therefore they must be momentary) ’ — is found to be Inconclusive 

Nor can it be said that- — 'the production of the effect is due to the 
“ senes” in a particular condition, and not always ’ ; — because in accordance 
with the reasoning explained above, there being no peculiar condition brought 
about by Auxiliaries, the series would remain always undifferentiated —Nor 
oan it be right to assent that — ‘ the senes itself is only a peculiar feature con- 
nected with its own constituent cause ’ ,— as this would be contrary to a 
perceived faot. For instance, the effect is actually found to appear and 
disappear at the appearance and disappearance (respectively) of the Auxi- 
liaries K then, the peculiar condition were connected only with its own 
constituent oause, then the productivity would belong to the thing inde- 
pendently of auxiliaries. 


“ Further, in accordance with the reasonings adduced above, the senes 
r roaming always undifferentiated, such particular products as the Potsherd 
and the rest could not be produced out of the Jar. 

of ° f « thing, consisting of the cessation 

independent of C bomogeneous ‘Aments, were without Cause,— then, as 
tdricol E ? * SWd C ° me aW the very outset, and if 
22? T 0Ut "* the UUtlal stage, it could not come at a later stage 

2£ l r n thea ba - as 

1 senes * distinct f ™ 0 ‘ru r- tbmgB ’ no suo}l Clause is admitted as another 
Fire be the dest/™ 1 tb ® 0ausa of the things themselves,— then why should 
Coyer what » Motive cannot be a des- 
rf it were regarded^™* 3 *1 18 moapable o£ dom 8 anything , and even so 
everything S be thTd T™ d f tr0yeT ’ H wcrald be an absurdity , and 
able to explain such *nh ym o£ ev6rythm S Th ™ * would be impos- 

end the * destroying tbe 1186 the term ’non-apprehension’ 

(428-434) S bemg due to opposition (or destruction) 


The above arguments are answered in the following— 
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‘ Nothing can come out of any single thing, all is possible out of the attendant 
circumstances ’ — (435-436) 


TEXT (437) 

Thenceforward the particular entities that come into existence 

ARE BROUGHT ABOUT BY THAT ON ACCOUNT OF THE FACT 
THAT THOSE THAT HELP TOWARDS THEM ARE OF 
THAT NATU RE — (437) 

COMMENTARY 

‘Thenceforward’ 1 , — le since the moment following the second 
‘ moment ’ 

‘ Are brought about by that ’ , — that is, produced bv the particular causes 
brought about by the auxiliaries 
“ How so ? ” 

' On, account of, etc etc ’ , — l e because their nature is of that character, 
—i e produced by particular causes brought about by particular auxiliaries. 

* Those that help touards them ’ , — this should be construed with the preceding 
phrase ‘ because their nature is of that form ' . and the particle 1 cha ’ has to 
be understood ns before the pliraso * Those that help towaids them ’ The 
meaning thus is as follow s — Towards the effect that comes into existence 
at the third moment, the particulars that have appeared during the second 
moment are helpful, as its cause , and those that are so helpful have the 
character of having a nature wlucli is capable of producing the effects pro- 
ducible by the particulars brought about by the auxiliaries j so that the 

particulars appealing at the third moment are all brought about by these 

(437) 

Question—" How does this restriction become applicable to these * ” 
Answer — 


XJSAT (438) 

VERY MOMENT, ENTITIES GO ON COMING INTO EXISTENCE, WITH DEFINITE 
DEFINABLE POTENTIALITIES, AND NO OBJECTION CAN BE TAKEN 
THEM, JUST AS TO THE FiRE’S CAPACITY TO BURN. (438) 

COMMENTARY 

«U diversity' 1 '!^ ^ 0ntl01Sed (W Qbje0ted t0) ’ beC(rase 

tetiSmg the thml rntn ! s C ° meS ° Ut ° f a Senes o£ * **»» ’ 

■natter of fact tfet ! 7“ 5 ° * bimung ’ of fire ; as a 

dl 'ewe potenhalities Xl‘7°7 X T enCe e ''° ! ' y moment > ns endowed with 

one after the other Hen § le 'functioning of the senes of ideas coming 

ns being srnular evetl th °ugh, for some reason, they are cognised 

g snnilar in form, through the presence of some similanty,-^ „ 
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reality, their nature is entirely different That is the reason why only ono 
entity becomes the cause of only one other entity, and not everything of 
everything Hence there is no force in the objection urged 

‘ Bhavanti ’, ‘ go on coming into existence — i e are produced. — (4 38) 

It has been argued by the opponent (under Text 433, above) that " if 
the Destruction were without cause, it should come about at the very 
beginning ” , — this is answered in the following — 


TEXTS (439-440) 


IT IS ' DESTRUCTION ’ IN THE SHAPE OF THE 1 BREAKING UP OF THE SERIES ’ 
WHICH IS WITHOUT CAUSE , AND THIS DOES NOT COME ABOUT EVEN AT 

THE END , WHAT 13 DENTED IS ITS COMING INTO EXISTENCE IN 

THAT FORM. AS FOR THE COMING INTO EXISTENCE OF SUCH 
DISSIMILAR THINGS (SERIES) AS THE Potsherd AND THE 
I.TK E , — THIS CERTAINLY HAS A CAUSE , BUT THIS 
ALSO IS NOT PROUUCED AT THE BEGINNING, 

BECAUSE AT THAT TIME ITS CAUSE IS 

not there. — (439-440) 


COMMENTARY. 

• Destruction > is of two « the form <*^**£2* 

the aeries % and (2) m the form of the conung l form 

senes ’-If then what has been ng ht. as such 

of the ‘ Breaking up of the senes > cnd > for t h 0 simpto ron-on 

‘ Destruotion ’ does not come abou e\ e , jp. (j ocg ,t come 

that it has no form , then what do you mean when you ^ ^ ^ 

about at the end ? ’ Thus then, lnosmii n ^ presonco or absence 

into existence at any time, the argum ajj that is done by us 

at the beginning or at the end is ,_. m that form e 

is that its coming into existence in 'W d ^ [fc jg 9 „ ld thot • there is 

* f'° !T" IS that • another sinu.ar senes doe, 

tTomemZ emstcnce * and there is no affirmation of any thing.^ ^ ^ 
0 the ‘ Destruction meant by the pp 0 f Jt , b( . mg 

. ,JLLs »» £2. b— » - 

Without cause .3 one that is ^ rf tho Bludgeon produces «">«ung J 

admitted by any one that the at k rcawrl wh y ,t cannot come m o 

Bludgeon, is not there t 439 4t 

of mtroyer and Destroyed) among * 8 s 
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TEXTS (441-443) 

There are two kinds of ‘ momentary things ’ — some are causes 

OF DECADENCE, — EG FlRE IS THE CAUSE OF THE DECADENCE 
(DIMINUTION) OF COED , AND OTHERS ARE NOT SO — PEOPLE, NOT 
PERCEIVING THE TRUTH, THINK THAT THERE IS ANTAGONISM 
OF VARIOUS KINDS AMONG THINGS, EVEN WHEN THE 
RELATION OF CAUSE AND EFFECT IS THERE AS A 
MATTER OF FACT HOWEVER THERE IS NO REAL 
‘ANTAGONISM’ AMONG THINGS, IN THE 
SHAPE OF THE RELATION OF THE 
DESTROYER AND DESTROYED It 
IS IN THIS SENSE THAT THE 
EXPRESSION ‘NOTION 
OF ANTAGONISM’ 

HAS BEEN USED. 

-(441-443) 


COMMENTARY. 

There are certain things which become causes o£ the ' decadence ’ of 
certain other things, — the ‘decadence’ consisting m the production of 
‘ momenta ’ of gradually decreasing degrees of intensity ; for instance fire 
is the cause of such a ‘ decadence ’ of Gold , — while there are other things 
which are not so, — l e not causes of the decadence of things , e.g. Fire is not 
the cause of the ‘ decadence ’ of smoke — Among the former — l e. among the 

causes of decadence,— even though there is the relation of cause and effect, 

yet people, having their powers of vision bedimmed by ignorance, think 
that there is * antagonism ’ (between the said cause and the thing whose 
decadence has been brought about), — of various kinds, — eg. Fire is anta- 
gonistic to Gold, Air is antagonistic to the Lamp, .bight is antagonistic to 
Darkness and so forth— In reality, however, there is no such antagonism 
among things as that between the destroyer and the destroyed , because when 
an entity comes into existence, it does so m its complete form,— and it is 
impossible to bring about any change m the nature of a thing ; there can be 
no cause for any such change,— whether it be different or non-different 
from the thing. As regards the non-entity, nothing can he done to it, snnplv 
because it is non-ex.stent.-So that m both ways, the ‘antagonist’ can 
o nothing It is for tins reason that the Teacher has declared that * When 
there 111 lts perfect form, and yet there is non-existence (of its 
it i- onlv 8 E ° met l uns 6k ® 13 existent, it is spoken of as antagonism ’ ,— 

- y a notion of antagonism ; i e. there is no real antagonism 

* Eon '.-^{^1-^3) ' ' Stand3 f ° r ‘ <Aa ’’ and Sh0uld he construe d after 
doctnne^f ^'TiT 6 TexU> ’ 1116 author sets forth arguments against the 

5~a?d^Ti etUal fTOm ^ Stand *° mt ° £ ths of 
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TEXTS (444-445) 

“ As A MATTER OF FACT, THERE IS ALWAYS THE Recognition OF A THING 
IN THE FORM ' THIS IS THAT SAKE WHEN THE SENSE-ORGAN 
CONCERNED IS RIGHTLY FUNCTIONING , AND THIS RECOGNITION IS 
QUITE FIRM AND UNDENIABLE — THIS THEREFORE IS AN 
IRREPRESSIBLE FACT OF PERCEPTION, WHICH ANNULS 
ALL THE REASONS THAT HAVE BEEN ADDUCED 
FOR PROVING THE ‘ PERPETUAL FLUX ’ OF 

THINGS "-(444-445) 


COMMENTARY 

“ For instance, m regard to Mountains, the Body, the Diamond and such 
things, — after the proper functioning of the sense organ concerned, thoro 
appears the valid sense-perception called * Recognition m tho form of 
« j fag is that same ’, — which rejocts the idea of things being ‘ momentary \ 
Even though it is true that such Recognition is found to appear also in regard 
to newly grown nails, hairs, grasses, and such things,— yot tho Recognition 
regarding the Diamond and such things cannot bo invalid,— ns it is not or 
annulled This is what is meant by the epithets ‘Jinn and undeniable . 
What is meant is that the more fact that tho Recognition in tho case of Hair- 
brought about by the Eyes affected by darknoss,— is invalid cannot load 
man with unclouded minds to regard as invalid tho direct visual perception o 
the real Hair, brought about by und.mmed Ejm-TIm epithet ft™ 
the fact of Its not being of doubtful character, -there being no such doubt 

deniable ’ imphos the fact of its not bemg wrong. -{44A-44a> 

The Author answers these arguments in the following— 

TEXTS (440-447) 

In fact, Recognition can never be of the nature “j***^’ 
perception , because the form of the thing itself 
tele, and the RecocfmUon is expressed in words -a**** 

IWST BE WRONG, AND SENSE-PERCEPTION IS ENTIRUA 

different from rr That Recognition b 

IS CLEAR FROM THE I ACT THAT IT APPEARS 

nr the form of the sams of non- 
difference ’ where, in reality, there 
is difference —(440-447) 


COMMENTARY 

The very fact of 

is not admitted. Because the real character of a 
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words, because of the absence oi contiguity . hence its real cognition can only 
be in the form of a mental apprehension , specially because when the Thing lias 
not been apprehended as related to any words, it cannot be possible to 
apprehend it along with a verbal expression Hence a Real Perception, per- 
tarning as it does to the specific individuality of things, must be beyond all 
imposition, indeterminate And as such Perception would be entirely valid, 
it cannot be wrong This is the reason why wise men have declared the 
definition of Perception to be that ‘ it is free from all determination, and not 
mistaken which is perfectly logical — Recognition, on the other hand, is not 
‘free from determination ’, as it is always conceived m the verbal form ‘ tins 
is that same ’ , nor is it unmistalen, because it apprehends, as non-different. 
tilings that are really different. — (446-447) 

Question — “ How is it so ? ” 

Answer — 

TEXT (448) 

Ip THE RECOGNITION DID APPREHEND TEE FORM OP THE THING AS 
PREVIOUSLY COGNISED, THEN IT WOULD HAVE APPEARED AT THAT 
SAME TIME, AS ITS OBJECT WOULD BE THE SAME,— LIKE THE 
PREVIOUS COGNITION (448) 

COMMENTARY 

If the Recognition had the same object that lias been cognised before, 
then it would have appeared at that same time,— because as having the 
same object, its cause would be there m its perfect form ; like the previous 
cognition , ' os its abject would be the same ’ , — i e. the object of the Recogni- 
tion would be that same object which has been cognised before — (448) 

The following Text puts forward reasonings in the indirect form of a 
rcductio ad absurdum — 

TEXTS (449-450) 

As A MATTER OP FACT, HOWEVER IT IS NOT SO , THEN THE RECOGNITION 
HAS NOT BEEN REGARDED AS APPREHENDING THE SAME OBJECT — 

BECAUSE IT IS PRODUCED AT ITS OWN TIME, — T.TW THE COGNITION 
OF ANOTHER THING , AND INASMUCH AS IT APPREHENDS AS 

nan-different what is really different, rr must be 

MISTAKEN, — LIKE THE NOTION OF THE ILLUSORY 

ball —(449-450) 




not appear "wl?th th plated .-(a) When a cognition does 

cannot have that thLf ^ f W8 “ lfe perfect form ’ Cognition 
that thing for lt s object ,-e.g even when Colour „ there in 
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its perfectly perceptible form, the auditory perception is not there , — even 
•when the Diamond and other things were there m the perfectly perceptible 
form at the time of their previous perception, their Hecogmtion does not appear 
at that time , hence the wider condition not being present (the less wide 
condition cannot be there) — (4) Thus if the Diamond and other things were 
permanent, the Recognition of those things should appear on the previous 
occasion, when its causes would be present m its perfect form , — and yet as a 
matter of fact, it does not appear at that time , — hence it becomes established 
that those things cannot be permanent Thus then, it remains undisputed 
that since ft apprehends as non different what is different, the Recognition 
must be mistaken, like the cognition of the illusory Ball Thus it has been 
shown that Recognition is not one that has its object not denied , — [ hence 
it is invalid] , because its object is aotually annulled by the aforesaid reasoning 
which has proved it to be wrong — (440-450) 

For the following reason also,— that it apprehends what is already 
apprehended,— Recognition cannot be valid,— being just like Homembronce — 
This is what is shown m the following — 


TEXT (451) 

It cannot be bight to regard Recognition as vamp —because it 

OPERATES TOWARDS AN OBJECT WHOSE PURPOSE HAS BEEN ALREADY 
accomplished,- runs Remembrance and such other Cogni- 
tions,— and HENCE IT IS DEVOID OF THE CHARACTER OF 

the valid Means (of Cognition) (461) 


COMMENTARY. 

That active agent alone is called the ' Means of Right Cogmdon ’ which 
T “ a i ° + nm? fbe most effective instrument in tho bringing about 
is the best implement a , , Recognition hesfor its objoct some- 

of the action of valid Cognition, then, ,n- 

thing that has been a y PP cation that has been alrendj 

asmuch as it would be p 8 ^ effo ctivc instrument and under 

brought about, it could no character of tho ‘Means of Bight 

the circumstances, how could l » abo wouW bo a moons of Bight 

Cognition ’ ? H it did, then K * whon lt hflS not acquired tl.o character 

*. * ««; * oifootlVD in onn,0 " ng any 
notion. If it did so, it would lead to w K ,ght Cognition , ami 

“ Recognition may not be P gomotIimg that existed at the 

yet the mere fact of its o{ th * ■ perpetual Flux ’ of things ” 

previous time does annul the notio ^ not tho Bamo ns tho 

^ This is not right ; taw Jigination, and oven though 
previous thing , m fact it is a tfa) previously J*rcoi'«f 

purely imaginary, it a PP ro ® jj^ry apprehension, it ts said to oio 
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the doctrine o{ ‘ Perpetual Flux ’ be discarded on the strength ol the said 
* Recognition ’ winch is illusory in its very source '* — (451) 

The following Texts urge — from Kumantn’s standpoint [side Shlohavartila 
— Perception, Shlo 234] — the argument that ‘ Recognition does not appre- 
hend what lias been already apprehended ” — 


TEXT.-} (452-453) 

“ As a matter of fact, the existence of the thing at the present time (of 
Recognition) has not been included under the previous 
Cognition, this is a peculiar feature in Recognition, 

WHICH IS NOT PRESENT IN REMEMBRANCE REMEMBRANCE 
IS IS THE FORM OF * THAT ’ AND APPERTAINS ONLY TO 
THAT WHICH HAS BEEN ALREADY COGNISED BEFORE , 

Recognition however is in the form * This 

IS THAT SAME’, WHICH IS SOMETHING 
TOTALLY DIFFERENT (FROM THE PRE- 
VIOUS Cognition) ” — (452-453) 


COMMENTARY. 

Rumania has argued as follows — “The previous Cognition has not 
apprehended the existence of the Thing at the present lime (of Recognition) , 
as it could not appear m the form ‘ tins is the same as that ’ , hence there is 
a difference between Recognition and Remembrance — « How » ’’—Remem- 
brance always appeam m the form of ' That ’ which takes m only that ranch 
Of the Thing as lias been cognised before , while Recognition takes in the 
idea of ‘This’ also (being in the form 'This is the same as that'), which is 
an additional feature of the tlung concerned. To this extent, Recognition is 
something different from Remembrance Thus Recognition acquires the 

t “ Doubt and Ai al t ° £ ^ 00611111011 ’’ ofter shaken off 

e Doubt and Mistake in regard to it ’’—(452-453) 

He proceeds to show m what way it shakes off the Doubt and Mistake — 


TEXT (454) 

AS THERE K w> Doubt or Mistake in regard to what 
msed (by Recognition), — Recognition acquires the 

CHARACTER m iv — _ 


of the ‘ Means of Right Cognition ’ after 
hamng set aside both ” — (454) 


COMMENTARY 

“f M T k0 ntn n0t ^ aU m tBSaid to 
b -v « large mass of flaming foe^T) ’ ^ ^ “ P ’ QC ° S ™>ded 

18 
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The following argument has been urged against Rumania's position 

In tha case of an object cognised through Inference, — such as the inference 
of tho dark complexion of the child (from the fact of its being bom of a 
dark noman), — it is sometimes found that it is subsequently set aside by 
direct Perception (when the child is actually seen to be fair-complexioned) , 
— in the same manner, in the case in question, even though the permanence 
of Tlungs might be cognised through Recognition, yet it may be that at some 
later time, the successive (fluctuating) character of things may he proved 
through Inference based upon the fact of the effects of the thing being suc- 
cessive , and the said permanence vouched for by Recognition may thus be 
set aside by this subsequent Inference Under the circumstances, how can 
the doctrine of ‘ Perpetual Flux ’ be held to be discarded (by Recognition) 1 
This is answered (from Kumanla’s point of view) in tho following — 


TEXT (455) 

« A m m, though cognised by other means of Cognition, coded 

BE ACCEPTED AS OTHERWISE, IF SO APPREHENDED BY SENSE- 
FERCEFTION , WHEN HOWEVER A THING IS ALREADY TAKEN DP 
by Sense-perception, there can be no appearance 

OF ANY OTHER MEANS OF COGNITION (TO THE 
CONTRARY) ”—-(455) 

COMMENTARY 

'Other means of Cognition ' i e Inference mid the rest >, such ^ ‘ The 
cluld must he dark-complexioned because he is the son of so and so and 

forth „ . through the instrumentality of Sense- 

Inference, etc , 

• Already taken up of Cognition otherthan Sense- 

pere^" « e and the resUannot set aside Sense-perception - 

(455) 


TEXT (456) 


Why so ! 

Answer — 

„,, rv APPREHENDED THROUGH THE FIRMLY 

COMMENTARY 
It is only right that what 

be concluded to bo otherwise, on the 
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perception , as they are weaker 

< Firmly established ’,— l e free from Doubt and Uptake 

«I < a the contrary \ — 1 e otherwise than that cognised through Sense- 

perception — (456) 

With the following Text, the Author answers the above arguments of 
Rumania — 


TEXT (457) 

If existence of the present time is held bt you to be distinct from 

the PREVIOUS EXISTENCE, THEN DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THEM 
BECOMES PROVE!} BY YOURSELF —(457) 

COMMENTARY 

It has been asserted that the object of Recognition is existence at the 
present time ia this present existence different from the existence apprehended 
by the previous Perception t Or, is it the same ? If it is difierent, then 
difference being proved by your own assertion, there is contradiction of 
your own doctrine , whde for us, it is what is desired by us. — (457) 


TEXT (458) 

IF the present existence is not- different (from the previous existence ), — 
THEN HOW IS IT THAT ri IS ' NOT INCLUDED IN THE PREVIOUS 

Cognition ’ J In fact, if n were not included therein, 

THEN IT WOULD COME TO THIS THAT THE THING 
ITSELF WAS NOT APEREHENDED AT ALL — (458) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the ' present existence ' is something different from the ' previous 
existence then, how could it have been not-included m the previous Cogni- 
tion, — on account of which you have asserted (under Text 452) that ‘it is 
not included m the previous Cognition * ? 

The following might be urged — 1 ‘ The momentary character of Sound aud 
other tilings, though not anything different- from these things, is said to 
bo not -apprehended when the things are apprehended , the same may be true 
m the case m question also ” 

Tins is not right It is not true that while the object, Sound, is appre- 
hended, its momentary character, though not-di£ferent from it, is held to 



276 


tattvasangraha chapter v m 


be not apprehended , what is held is that .1 

is apprehended, let its amvehen* thc momentnr> character 

This explanation is not available for ,ou , because for ton, even the p™ 

Z7T h 77 /e <certam) ln cllnraoter - and foTouho 

pZLt 7 f y COgmSed mth CDrtmnt '> through that previous 
Perception, then its present existence also, which , a non different from the 

previous form, must also hate been defm.telv ascertained with ccrtaint, 
by that same Perception , if tins latter were not definitely certain, the form 
of the thing also— as non different from tins picsent existence ,— « ould 
Jiave ro be regarded as not definitely ascertained 

Some people have held that— “The validity of the Recognition is 
based upon the definite ascertainment of the Tiling that Jins been in doubt ’> 
—Tins also becomes rejected by our above reasoning Nor, m tho present 
ease, is there any ascertainment of a Thing m doubt because in tlio enso 
of Hairs, oven though different hairs como out one after tho other, tlioro is 
Recognition , so that tho doubt w ould remain (ovon after Recognition, v inch 
lias been found to be fallible in the case of Hairs) —(458) 


It has been argued (under Text 455) that — "what has boon cognised 
by other Means of Cognition could be accepted ns otherwise, if so appre- 
hended by Sense-perception ” —This is answorad m tho following — 


TEXT (439) 

If what has been cognised through Inference and rat othui 
Means of Cognition were annulled by Sense-perception, tih n 
Inference and the rest could not be regarded as 
Means or Right Cognition, — because they are 

ANNULLED, LIKE COGNITIONS THROUGH 

DEFECTIVE VISION — (451) 

COMMENTARY 

If tho subject matter of an Infcrenco, — such ns 1 l»cnu-o it in >«ur 
cluld [it must bo dnrk-comploMoned] ’, — could bo annulled by S"n-o pormp 

t vo n, then that Inference cannot bo 0 Means of Right Cognition at all , 

because on account of its subject matter lieing annulled, tiara ran 
bo no agreement with the real -state of thing-, and licneo it would Is' Id." 
perception obtained through dcfcct.ro vision —Hi no the assertion that 
What 1ms been cognised through other Means of Cognition could In- au-pl-d 
as otherwise, on the strength of Sense perception "-H irrelevant, lmms 
entirel) unpo-sible — (459) 
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It has been argued (under ft- 456) tha^'- is ^ 
llIghest among the Means of Bight Cognition ,-that also is not 

This is shown in the following 


TEXT (460) 

The CHARACTER OF • BEING IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE REAL STATE OF 
THINGS ’ BEING EQUALLY PRESENT IN ALL FORMS OF VALID COGNITION, 

WHY SHOULD THERE BE A PREJUDICE AT ALL In CASE THE 

SAID CHARACTER be not present in Inference AND THE 
REST, THEN THESE LATTER WOULD NOT BE VALID MEANS 

of Right Cognition at all — (460) 


COMMENTARY. 

The ' validity ’ of the Means of Bight Cognition consists only in their 
having the capacity to bring about the right notion of things ; and if this is 
admitted as belonging to all the Means of Right Cognition,- then, why should 
Perception bo regarded as the ‘ highest ’ among them 1 — It might be said 
that " it is Perception alone that is in strict accordance with the real state 
of tlnn^ ”, — then, this character of being in strict accordance with the real stale 
of things being absent m Inference and the rest, these latter would not be 
' Means of Right Cognition ’ at all ; because the very idea of being a ‘ Means 
of Right Cognition ’ is based upon accordance with the real state of things ; 
and this (ex hypothesi) would he absent in Inference and the rest — (460) 

The following Text introduces the arguments advanced by Blidvivikla 
(against the doctrine of Perpetual Flax) — 


TEXT (461) 

" The all-comprehensive Invariable Concomitance (Premiss) 

THAT HAS BEEN ASSERTED IN ALL THE REASONINGS (PROPOUNDED 

by the Buddhist) becomes annulled by the following 
Inference , or else, the Proposition (asserting the 
Doctrine in question) itself becomes 
REJECTED ” — (461) 

COMMENTARY. 

Question — “ What is that Inference ’ ” 
xinaicer . — - 
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TEXTS (482-463) 


The subsequent cognition of the Sun ivn 

APPERTAIN TO THE S4)irr> Or,*, OTHER THINGS MUST 

izri~ *“ SAME S ™ ok®r things that exist at 
TJ ™" COG r ON ™ » CONNECTION 

m TSE SuN " D M°on, etc because w hile it is 
not a cognition of anything belated to the 
Earth and other things, it is spoken of as 
the Cognition of those things (Sot, etc ),— 

JUST LIKE THE PREVIOUS COGNITION OF 

the Sun at that time ”-( 482 - 403 ) 


COMMENTARY 

TJio Cognitions in dispute — of the Sun, the Moon, the Planets, the Stare 
and such objects must appertain to the Sun, the Moon, the Planets, the Stars 
and the rest as associated with the time at which appeared the cognition of these 
Sun and the rest in Devedatta and other persons/ — because while not 
apprehended as related to the Earth, they are spoken of by means of the 

term * the Cognition of the Sun, the Moon, the Planets, the Stars and the rest 

hka Ddvadatta’a Cognition of these things on the first occasion ” 

‘ Must appertain to, etc i e to luminous substances 
‘ Wlule not apprehended as related to the Earth ’ ; — this qualification has 
been, added in order to avoid the invalidity that might apply to it on 
the basis of the Cognition of the Sun, etc as painted in pictures 

* Subsequent — i e a Cognition other than Devadatta’s , i e appearmg 
at a different time — (462-463) 


The following is an argument put forward by EhSvmkta — " The sub- 
strata of TJmversals like * Colour \ the substrata of those substrata, and the 
particular Cognitions of all these, — in the form of Perception, Inference, 
Analogical Cognition, Verbal Cognition, Remembrance, Recognition, Mystic 
Vision, Doubt, Wrong Cognition, Representative Cognition, Dream, and 
Dream-end, — all these cannot be liable to destruction immediately on 
coming into existence, — because they are spoken of by such verbal expressions 
as — ‘ Itnowable * nghtly cognisable ‘ expressible ’, 'either existing or non- 
existing', ‘ not characterised by cognitions whose object is something different 
from Being and Non -being % ‘not apprehensible by cognitions whose objects 
are nan-apprehensible *, ‘not expressible by words which are inexpressive 
• expressible by such words as are the products of sounds produced by the 
conjunction and disjunction of homogeneous, and heterogeneous substances', 
—like ‘ Previous Negation 1 and such things 

‘Substrata of Universal* like Cohn, etc are the Colour, etc them- 
selves- 1 The substrata of these substrata ’.-What are these J-Snch things 
as 'the Jar, (which are the substrata of Colour, - 

perception by mystics -The others have been explained before Do the 

*■ i "Romp or NoH'bfiiDJi *“InBsniuch as then) 

existence or non-existence e Being or *»n oemg 
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is nothing that is * neither Being nor Non-being *, there can be no cognition 
of which that could be the object ; and its * non-charactensation 1 follows 
from its very non-existence — Similarly, the apprehension of an inappre- 
hensible object being impossible, inappiehensibihty by such apprehension 
follows as a matter of course — Similarly inexpressibihty by words which 
are inexpressible also follows from the fact that such words are meaningless — 
* Homogeneous tilings * are substances, like the bps, teeth and so forth, 
all these having the common character of bemg products , * heterogeneous 
things ’ are Alaska and the rest , the mutual conjunction and disjunction of 
these homogeneous and hetei ogeneous substances produce the first Sound, 
and this first Sound bungs about, in due succession, its product m the shape 
of the Sound tliat reaches the Ear , and it is by tins Sound that tilings are 
expressed — The process of sound -production, according to these people, 
is as follows — The initial sound arises from Conjunction and Disjunction, 
tlience proceed other sound waves, in the manner of the filaments of the 
ICadaniba flower , that Sound winch reaches the Ahasha in tlie Ear, that alone 
is heard, not any other ” 

This entire set of reasonings is set forth in the following — 


TEXTS (464-465) 

“ All those things that abb the substrata of Colour, eto , and 

THE SUBSTRATA OF THESE THINGS,— AS ALSO THE COGNITIONS THAT 

APPEAR IN REGARD TO THESE, ALL THESE ARE NOT, LIKE 

THE SKY-LOTUS, LIABLE TO DESTRUCTION IMMEDIATELY 

ON COMING INTO EXISTENCE, BECAUSE THEY ARE 

COGNISABLE AND EXPRESSIBLE ” (464-465) 


COMMENTARY. 

The tno reasons ‘ cogmaability ’ and ■ expressibihty ’ have been men- 

l0Il ° , y way °* lustration , the other reasons also are meant to be 
applicable — 

ths ’7 1S the ‘ arablnda ’. Lotus, in ‘ kha the Sky,— le. 

the Sky-lotus ’ —(464-465) 

liassSTht'r tm N f! JWdrllla on 3 2 14, page 421, B.b Ind Edn ] 
t on! / , UrgUraBnt ( a S amst Perpetual Flux) as follows — “ The Cotmi- 

tlung™beLu% Ut h’i aP ir anilS Qt dlVerse tlmes ’ must appertain to the same 

thn£ it n expreLbL bv'fi riehtI ‘ V C °' BXtenSlVe Wlth the of that 

thing os 5 the same te rms,— like the present cogmtion of a 

stands for whltTnoT ‘'“LT- Jf sons 3 2616 term ' avyuithayS 

evtei^ne„e ra > 1S L? ^ ' " roa S’~' e is ngM.-the -co- 

epithet * nght * Is meant t “T/T ^ *** J " &nd SUCh thm & .-and the 
is that the Lid no TT qUa y thlS co -extensiveness ’ ; what is meant 

Lon has been added mLrferT " or an ^od This qualifies- 
added m order to avoid the falsity that might attach to it on 
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and so forth a 8 c °gw«ioii * Ohaitra’s Cognition 1 

"" 01 “»*■»'• - ». «. . «, 

TESTS (466-467) 

“° AUSE ™ E PACT °* *™» BEING BASED UPON 
OM! THING is NEVER ANNULLED, AND THEY ARE ^ 

SPOKEN OP BY THE SAME TERMS , — JUST LIKE THE 
COGNITIONS OP SEVERAL MEN APPEARING AT 

THE PRESENT SINGLE MOMENT ” 

(468-467) 


COMMENTARY 

Proclamation ’ — our conclusion, declaration 

Go-eatensiveness ’,—the character of subsisting m the same thing , —this 
is not annulled — Such is the analysis of the compound — (466-467) 

The above argument is answered in the following— 


TEXT (468) 

IN THE FIRST REASONING, THE CORROBORATIVE INSTANCE IS DEVOID 
OP THE PflOBANDUM, AS IT IS ALL INCLUDED UNDER THE 
PBOBANS , AND ALL OBJECTS OP COGNITION ARE NOT ALWAYS 
SYNCHRONOUS WITH THEIR COGNITION — (468) 

COMMENTARY 

‘ In the first reasoning ’, — where the Reason (Probans) is stated in tho 
form ‘ because it is spoken of as the Cognition of that ’ (under Texts 462-463) 
— As a matter of fact, the first Cognition of the Moon, etc also does not 
appertain to the Moon, etc as easting at the tune of the Cognition , — bocauso 
what forms the object of the cognition is what is included under tho Probans 
itself Further, it is not possible for any causal relation to subsist between 
synchronous things It has been thus asserted — ‘ What does not exist 
could have no previous potentiality, and it could have no use lator on , all 
causes must exist before (these effects) , hence the object cannot exist along 
with its own cognition * — (468) 

The following Text proceeds to show that the Season is ‘ inconclusive , 
even with the qualification ‘ though not apprehended as related to tho Earth 
(tinder Text 463) — 
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TEXT (469). 

< o,rw > AX'TI THE BEST. WHOSE USE DEPENDS ETON 

sZZl^Zm, ABE AFFUED TO THE Lamp AND SUCH TKKIGS, 

^ Oyw THAT appHABS PROVES THE 
-THE COGNITION OF THE SEN THAT Atirp^w 

«,»y op the Season in question — (WJ) 


COMMENTARY 

In the second set o£ arguments also (set Sorth m the totroduotion to 
Texts 464-406), — for the simple reason that things hhe the 
do not exist at aU,-no one holds them to be * momentary ;-■£ the Opponent 
proceeds to prove the absence oi such momentanness m those tilings ( 
the ‘ Universal etc),— then his effort is entirely futile —Tins is what is 
explained m the following — 


TEXT (470) 

Things like the * Universal ’ have ho character at ale {being 

NON-EXISTENT),— HENCE THE ‘ MOMENTARINESS ’ OR SUCH THINGS 
CANNOT BE POSTULATED BY ANYONE , SO THAT ANY REASONS 
ADDUCED FOR THE PROVING OF THE ABSENCE OF ‘ WOMEN- 
TAMNESS* IN THE SAID THINGS IS ENTIRELY 
FUTILE —(470) 


COMMENT ABY. 

The term * It fee m the Expression ‘ Things Ithe the Universal * is 
meant to include the substrata of the Universal, in the shape of Colour, 
Jar and the like, and also the Cognitions of these* — These also, even as 
qualified by the said qualification, do not exist at all ; hence the reason that 
has been adduced for the purpose of proving the * momentanness ’ of such, 
things is entirely futile , that is to say, there can be no dispute on that point 
at all. 

The Author lias not gone into the minute details of the reasoning m 
question If we go into the minute details, we come across a large number 
of defects For instance, the reason that has been adduced in the form 
that it is either existent or non-existent is found to be absent in the 
Probandum and also in the Corroborative Instance , as the term * either — or * 
signifies option, and option is possible only when there are more things than 
one, and not when there is only one thing ; and it is not possible for both 
existence and non-existence to be present m the object that forms the 
ro andum t because it being of the nature of 4 entity *, it is only existence 
t at can belong to it, Nor are both possible m the Corroborative Instance , 
^wose, as it is a * non-entity \ it is non-existence alone that can belong to it 
® eason also as stated has been loaded with a useless qualification * 
or instance, the expression ‘ because it is expressible by words \ even by 
1 Se ’ 13 improper, as the term * expressible ’ itself implies the 
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of the Reason should be regarded useless * er qualificfl,lons 

Further, all the Reasons put foraard are 1 inconclusive •, -because no 
evidence has been adduced in denial of a conclusion contrary to the denied 
conclusion,— This is going to be explained later on —(470) 

As regards the argument set forth under Testa 46B-467,— tho ansa or is 
provided in the following — - 


TEXT (471) 

AS REGARDS THE CHARACTER OF ‘ BEING E.tPBESSED XT THE SAME TERM ’ 
— THIS IS PRESENT IN THE COGNITIONS OF THINGS LIKE THE 

Lamp also Hence this Reason becomes 
' INCONCLUSIVE ’ —(471) 

COMMENTARY 

In the case of the Cognitions of tho Lamp, wo 6nd that the samo expression 
‘ Cogmtion of Lamp ’ is applied to the cognitions winch have different things 
(m the shape of the flickering dames)' for their objoct , honco tho character 
of ‘ bemg expressed by the same term ’, which has boon adduced ns (ho 
Reason for sameness, is found to be ‘ fallible ’ m the case of tho 1 Cognitions 
of tho Lamp 1 

Or the Text may ba read with a taunting intonation, the sense bomg — 
— * the said character subsisting in tho Cognitions of tho Lamp is, on that 
very account, a very Sound reason, and for you, indeed, it is infniliblo , but 
in reality, it is not so ’ — (471) 

In tho following Text the Author anticipate? tile won of the oilier 
party — 


TEXT (472) 

IF IT BE KELB THAT “iN THE CASE OP THE COGNITIONS OF THE JjAHV, 
THE ’ CO-EXTENSIVENESS ’ IS SUBSEQUENTLY ANNULLED THIA 
HOIV IS IT THAT YOU BO NOT PERCEIVE THE CLTAR 
ANNULMENT OF THE SAME IN YOUR PROPOSED 
CONCLUSION ALSO ! — (472) 


COMMENTARY 

••In fact, the qualification- a hito being nghlly <o extensne «i«h jj» 
Cognition of ’that tLg’-has been added (by 

purpose of excluding such eases os a n annulled , bccmi-o 

as the one-ness of the object of these la er g® moment with a 

the Lamp is at one moment with a high flame, and 



EXAMINATION OS' THE DOCTRINE OS THE PERMANENCE OS THINGS. 283 


low flame, it is at one moment very bright and at the next moment, less 
bright. How then can our Season be false ? ” 

Such is the sense of what the Opponent says. 

In answer to this, the Author adds — ‘ How is it, etc ’ — That ts, the quali- 
fication also is one that is not admitted. As a matter of fact, even in regard 
to the character of the Opponent’s intended Probandum, there is annulment ; 
— why is that also not perceived ? For instance, m regard to Chmtra and 
other persons, the Cognition of them that is produced is m such diverse 
forms as ‘infant’, ‘hoy’, ‘youth’ and so forth, — in regard to the 
mountain and such things, the notions are diverse in the shape of ‘ cold 
‘ hot ’, etc So that, as in the case of the Lamp, so m the case of these things 
also, the diversity of the cognised thing is clearly perceived. If it were not 
so, then, if the same mountain that was cold subsequently became — 
then under both conditions both cold and heat would be perceptible there , 
because the said qualified conditions being related to the thing, the qualities 
would have to be regarded as present there : for instance, when a man tied 
to a chain is pulled, the chain also becomes pulled. This has been nearly 
all explained before.— -Thus even with the said qualification, the Reason is 
* unproven 1 not admitted’. — (472) 


The annulment of the Opponent’s argument by Inference also is next 
shown — 


TEXTS (473-474). 

The Cognitions under dispute cannot pertain to one and the 

SAME THING, BECAUSE THEY APPEAR IN SUCCESSION,- MKE THE 
COGNITIONS PERTAINING TO LIGHTNING, LAMP AND SUCH 

things.— In am, Cognitions pertaining to one and 

1SE SAME THING, THE PRESENCE OF SUCCESSION IS 

incompatible. And when the effect is the 

SAME, EVEN THE DEPENDENCE OF OTHER 
■HUNGS WOULD BE INCONGRUOUS 
— (473-474) 


UUMMENTARY 

can nevcr^haveTts Z W f ° mu]at ® d thus “What appears in succession 
cognitions Tfljl *? CWw aIwarE “ ^ose P™*mnty to it,~a„ the 
dispute all a ppe J “ d sudl thmgs ’~ the Cations under 

contrary to th^t with 1S {mmd seething which is 

This Reasl^Tot ^-cteriainva nably concomitant.- 

possible m the Coemt * c 9 mconoluslve ’ > because succession is not 

Cognition is "“IT#* ^ the *»• «* " 

causes (which * 0811 cause to be dependent on other 

cannot be bsLdb 9099 ^ T the ?” lon > » ^-ause what is permanent 

Le on what Jl ot balnfn ^ T de P 6ndence ^ nghtly be held to 

■a not helpful : as tins would lead to absurdities If there were 
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help actually rendered, then the tiling would lose its permanence Tins has 
been explained hundreds of times — (473-474) 

The following Text shows tliat all our arguments are free from tlio 
defect of ‘ Inconclusivene=s os there is no proof in support of a conclusion 
contrary to ours . — 

TEXT (475) 

All these Reasons are free from doubt and dental , — as 

NO PROOFS HATE BEEN ADDUCED IN ANNULMENT 
OF THESE — (475) 

COMMENTARY 

Tlus is easilj intelligible — (475) 


End of the Chapter on the Permanence of Things 



CHAPTER IX. 


Examination of the Relation between Actions and their Results • 
Action and Reaction. 


COMMENTARY 

The Author now proceeds to examine the doctrine of Relation belueen 
Actions and their Results, the Law of Action and Reaction, mentioned m 
the Introductory verses , and starts off with an objection from the stand- 
point of that doctrine, against the Doctrine of * Perpetual Flux ’ — 


TEXT (476) 

“If ail things are obsessed by non-permanence, is the form of 

‘ MOMENTARINESS THEN HOIV CAN THERE BE ANY RELATION 

between Action and its result (Reaction), or 

BETWEEN THE CAUSE AND ITS EFFECT AND 
SO FORTH 1 ” — (476) 


COMMENTARY 


The Text speaks of ' non -permanence in the form of momenta] mess 
vith a view to exclude that ‘non-permanence’ which does not consist in 
momenttnnew , the meamng being— 1 if things are held by you to be obsessed 
5 ia non 'P ermRnonce which belongs to momentary thmgs’— then how 
™ , , er ® a any such relations as the one subsisting between Actions 
n eir « ts and so forth, which are recognised among men and in the 
enp ures e expression 1 and so forth ’ is meant to include the means 
* ie cause a »d its effect, the Recognition following after Appre- 
' 0t l’ M ongin S for one thing aroused by the seeing of another tiling, 
ulti.T Ii "V' ® ontia 8® ®Qd Liberation, Remembrance, Decision follow mg 
for tlu 0U i S6 f ng *° T sonae thing kept by oneself, the cessation of ennosity 
b\ tl n ^ = ’! Seen on< * suo ^ ot her hosts of grounds for objection raised 
net B 6V1 nUnCier ^ RTiat is meant is that if a doetnne is contrary to 
I0<1S ourren t among people and recognised by the scriptures, it can never 
0 x ™? aCCe / JtanCe ’ ^ ence the Doctrine of ‘ Perpetual Flux * is open to the 
E on that it is annulled by universally accepted notions — For instance. 
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it is well known among people that the result of the good or bad action is 
experienced by that same man who did the act , when a good or bad act has 
been done by Devadatta, the result of that act— agreeable or disagreeable,— 
is not experienced by Yajnadatiu Nor is such an idea countenanced in the 
scriptures, where we read — 1 When the action has been done by this person, 
who else will experience its results ? ’ — Such a notion is contrary to the 
dootane of the 1 Perpetual Flux ’ of things , as under that doctrine there 
cannot be any one entity who would do the act and experience its result, 
so that the said doctrine is clearly open to the criticism that it involves the 
anomaly of ‘the disappearance of the action done by the Person himself 
and the befalling upon him of the affect of what was not done by him ’ — (476) 

The following Text explains how the doctrine is open to this criticism — 


TEXTS (477-479) 

« Jjj jihe oASE OF ACTIVE PEOPLE, THAT ‘ MOMENT ’ (MOMENTARY THING) 
WHICH IS BELIEVED TO BE THE doer OF THE ACT, DOES NOT CONTINUE 
TO EXIST AT THE TIME OF THE APPEARANCE OF THE RESULT OF THAT 
ACT —AND THE ACT WAS NOT DONE BY THAT ‘MOMENT ’ WHICH IS 
spoken OF as the expenencer OF THE besult at the time of its 
appearance , as it did not exist at HUT TIME.-THUS, um 
AS NO SINGLE ENTITY IS ADMITTED AS BEING THE doer OF THeAOT 
and the expenencer of its results.-the position thus clearly 

" thTt S ACT 13 LOST FOB THE MAN WHO DID IT AUD ITS 
befall one who did NOT DO IT,-WHIOH IS EXTREMELY 

anomalous ” — (477-479) 

COMMENTARY 


It is destroyed immediately on its 


•Does not continue to exist 
C01XU ^lll^TZ single entity, efc‘,-ie 

have not been taken up by °“ by the result : and there is 

Act ’ for the doer of the ao , ^ no t do the act 

‘ befalling of what he <hd not do on aiwUaa a found either among 

*. — * - • ■‘T.ri'Z rs * 

not done ’ has been pointed out, on the ac P te Kumanla’s stand- 

f . £-» . «- °«r ? .IS S2T* a-*™ • - ■ 

pomt, — that activity itself is not possime t 
Flux’) ’ — 
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TEXTS (480-481) 

« As A NATTER OF FACT, UNDER THE DOCTRINE OF ' 

OF AN ACT WOULD KNOW, BEFOREHAND, THAT, AS I AM GOING 
TO PERISH IMMEDIATELY, THERE WOULD BE NO RESULT FROM 

this Act, or it would come to some one other 

than MYSELF ’ , AND KNOWING THIS, THE IN- 
TELLIGENT MAN WOULD NOT UNDERTAKE THE 
PERFORMANCE OF ANY ACT, GOOD OB BAD, 

FOR THE PURPOSE OF SECURING ITS 
RESULT , AS FOR THE RESULT, IT 
WOULD BE STILL FURTHER 
REMOVED ” — (480-481) 


COMMENTARY. 

Under the Doctrine of ‘ Perpetual Flux it would be held that all things 
are devoid of ‘Soul’ , as all things being dependent upon their cause (in 
the ‘Causal Cham’), nothing can bo independent (self -sufficient) Under 
the circumstances, the intelligent agent must know,— he conscious of the 

f act) « -what ’ " — that ‘ after my destruction, the result could not accrue 

to me, as I would not be there at the time that the Result comes about ; 
oven if the Result comes about, it would come to a Moment other than 
myself’. Knowing this, the intelligent person would not undertake the 
act at all ; how then could there he any result which can follow only from 
an act preceded by the activity (of an active agent) ? Such Result would 
he ‘still further removed’, as absolutely impossible — (480-481) 

It lias thus been proved that there can he no relation between Action 
and its Result , the Author next proceeds to show, — again from Rumania's 
standpoint, — that the Relation of Cause and Effect is not possible under the 
doctrine of ‘ Perpetual Flux ’ : — 


TEXT (482). 

“Neither the Future nob the Past Entity can be capable of 

PRODUCING THE EFFECT , AS FOR THE PRESENT ONE, THAT ALSO 
DOES NOT CONTINUE TO EXIST TILL THAT TIME ” — (482) 


COMMENTARY 

Till that time ’ j — i e during the time that it would come into existence 
and produce the effect, it does not continue to exist, — being momentary — 
(482) 


The following Text adduces arguments in support of each of the asser- 
tions made in the preceding Text regarding the Future, etc : — 
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veMioa o£ * Cause and Effect' between the said Deacon and Production, 
" between the Moments undoing the said Destruction 
because the two would be independent oi one another - How would oj 
L independent of one another ? "-Because there would be no help rendered 
ho It that is, the Destruction, being featureless, would have no action , 
and as for the entity that is regarded as the Cause, it is not present at the 
time that the Effect comes into existence ; so that it could not have any 
action bearing upon the latter — (485) 


The following might he urged (by the Buddhist)- Even without any 
operation, the relation of ‘Cause and effect' would be there on the basis 
of mere proximity 

The answer to this is supplied by the following — 


TEXT (486). 

“ The Odour and other qualities that appear after the destruction 

OF THE Colour OF THE JAR ARB NOT HELD TO BE THE EFFEOT OF 
TUTS LATTER; IN THE SAME WAY THE SUBSEQUENT 
Colours ALSO (COULD NOT BE REGARDED 
AS THE EFFEOT OF THE PREVIOUS 

COLOUR).”— (486) 


COMMENTARY. 

If the idea is that whan one thing comes into existence after another, 
it must be the effect of this latter, then just as, after the ‘ Colour-Moment ’ 
subsisting m the Jar has ceased, the homogeneous Colour-moments that 
appear in it are regarded as the effects of the preceding Colour-moment, — 
so also the Odour and other properties that are produced m the same Jar 
would have to he regarded as the Effects of that same preceding Colour- 
moment And, yet, even though this immediate sequence is there, the 
Odour.moment is not held to be the effect of the preceding Colour-moment ; 
oecause between material properties, there cannot be the same causal relation 
that there is between material substances themselves, because they appear 
liimself holds ttilalD3 ' ^ or s9nes l This 18 the opinion that our opponent 

h nmn In (,le Sa l ne WOS ** subsequent Colours also’;— that is to say, the 
nrmnf'™^ Oalour ' momsnts Cannot be regarded as the effects of the 
" Colour ' ro °H‘6nt, entirely on the ground of immediate sequences 
as others there would be an absurdity — (488) 

oi a,nnS thUS sllown tbat mera immediate sequence oannot be the basiB 
reesplTton ”’ atl ° a ’ *" 0ppoa<!nt sums u ? «"» by way of 
19 
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TEXTS (490-491). 

“ Is the Jar. and such things existed only nor one moment, then 

THEE COULD NOT BE PERCEIVED BY THE EYE , AS THINGS THAT 
HAVE BEEN DESTROYED ARE NEVER COGNISED, — AS IS 
POUND IN THE CASE OP THINGS LONG PAST — THE 
RELATION OP ‘ CAUSE AND EfPECT ’ CANNOT BE 
APPREHENDED BY MEANS OP ‘ PERCEPTION 

and Non-apprehension ’, because the 

NATURE OP THINGS IS NOT APPRE- 
HENDED at ail”. — (490-491) 


COMMENTARY. 

The Relation of Cause and Effect is sought to be proved through Percep- 
tion (of Effect only when the Cause is present) and Non-appreliension (of the 
Effect when the Cause is absent). Under the circumstances, if Things were 
momentary, as they could not he in existence at tile moment of their 
cognition, they could not be perceptible : as the relation of Cause and Effect 
is not possible between things existing at the same moment. Thus 
there is no possibility of Perception or Non-apprehension (m support of the 
momenlanneet, of tilings), specially because ‘Non-apprehension’ also is 
only a form of ‘ Perception being, as it is, of the nature of the apprehension 
of a Thing as not related to anything else ; and lienee there being no use for 
it When there is no apprehension of any thing. Such being the case, how 
could the relation of Cause and Effect be proved through Perception and 
Non-apprehension 1 — (490-491) 


Even though there he an apprehension of the Thing,— as there can ha 
—therein be^ 0 T’f 0 °® prehead the and succeeding Moments, 

fohX~ 6tWeBa tlKSe - TiUS » What » » the 


XJSAX (492) 

"What permanent Doer (Agent) is there who would correlate 
C0G3 ™ » succession . & any sLT™ 

*Z D T ™ 18 “ COULD zzzzr 

ahd if any such is not seen, then this latter cannot ’ 
re understood ” — (492) 

COMMENTARY , 

apprehension^ ~ Kmmavad SMim\~tb e 'gati\ 

have a comprehensive mitior^rf^Ti ' suocessive ' ^ 1 ° would comfafe'- 

would conceive of such a lE . no one — -If there were any one who 

cognised tteough thellT Pra ^T^ T10tl0n aS ~‘ The smoke ^ become 
l«tor the former ss nott» e d *h' ”* ^ COgnit,on of «• 

hen ^d by a Single ~ ^ appeara “ sucoeS! »<>»>~as appre . 

relation of 'Cans! and Effect • *° establjs b the 
a RSect .—There can however be no such correlator, 
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under your view,— hence the relation of Cause and Effect cannot ho estab- 
lished — (492) 

The following Text proceeds to show the impossibthti of 
* Recognition ’ — 

TEXT (493) 

“If things are in ‘perpetual PLUS. then -Recognition also is 

IMPOSSIBLE , BECAUSE WHAT HAS BEES SEEN BY ONE PERSON 
CANNOT BE ‘ RECOGNISED ’ BY OTHERS ” — (493) 


COMMENTARY 


‘Recognition 1 consists of the notion that-— 1 that samo object wluch 
was seen by me previously is seen bj me now ’ — which mcludos within 
itself the two perceptions as pertaining to the same object nnd tho samo 
porcetver and such • Recognition 1 cannot be possible if all things were m a 
< perpetual flux ’ , as under that view, neither one ' percoiver 1 nor one ‘ object 1 
would be there (to be related to both perceptions) , for mstanco, YipHimilrs 
does not * recognise ’ what has been seen by Devadalla 

The mention of ‘ one person ' is only by way of illustration , it is n »o o 
be understood that the object also winch has been seen by ono person ennno 
be ‘ recognised ’ by another person — (493) 


The Buddhist may argue that— As in the case of tho hair and 
that ha vo too„ cu. .nJ Mr. ,ho» S h . 

answered m the following 


TEXTS (494-495) 

SH THE CASE OP THE HAIRS AND OTHER " 

difference, recognition may be ^ ^ however 

the perceiver is one and the same - 
THERE is difference of both, THEBE WO 

basis for recognition. If there is no single 
entity who could have the comprehensive 
notion, then HOW IS IT THAT, ON SEEING 
Colour, THERE APPEARS A LONGING 
eor the fa-sfe and other 
qualities (of the thing 
5 ” — (494-495) 


COMMENTARY 

,1 „„ there could bo Recognition bn'-ed 
euLSr SnXn difference between the two thing* con- 
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, . . t0 the common Cognmr. Whin 

corned, -such Recognition ^8^ ^ logmml as well » 

tow* there « **""" * different, there would bo no basis 

the cognised ftmffe 111 J*® ^ there woro no single cogmser correlating 

for the Recognition —Then ag . phenomenon ns that 

«» « •***-«“ t. »— «< *». <•*> — 

n. m™* 1W p»«rf- “ 1“* ' 

also would not be possible (under the doctrine of Perpetual T 


TEXT (496) 

“ What is hound to with chains oh Attachment, eto. ur the Prisox- 
hohse oh the World is one * Moment ’ , while the ‘ Moment ’ 

THAT IS liberated IS ANOTHER, WHO HAS NOT BEEN IN 
BONDAGE , — -THIS IS INCOMPREHENSIBLE.* (496) 

COMMENTARY. 

Ono 'Moment* la bound up with Attachment while another is liberated, 
— One is incomprehensible ; i.e impossible. 

■ Bharn ' is world. Cycle of Birth and Rebirth,— which is the ‘prison- 
house ’, the placo where persons are kept in bondage. — (496) 

The following Text proceeds to show that any attempt at Liberation 
would be useless, — as no Liberation can be possible — 


TEXT (497). 

"Tor the bound (imprisoned) person, Liberation can xeyer be 

POSSIBLE ; BECAUSE ( CxhjpotheSl ), HE IS ABSOLUTELY DESTROYED. 

Hence all, the effort put forth by persons 
SEEKING FOR LIBERATION IS FUTILE.” — (497) 

COMMENTARY 

It might be argued that — there would bo Liberation for one who lias 
no on in bondage , — where is the incongruity m that * 

Tire answer to tins is provided in the following — 
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TEXT (49S) 


" tw — ™ ™ ™ „„„ „ „ 

™ *“ *” ?<”•> » » «™, n , «V , J 

assertion therefore as that 'the unbound 

PERSON BECOMES LIBERATED ’ IS CONTRARY 
TO A WELL-PERCEIVED PACT.” ( 498 ) 

COMMENTARY. 

„ a ult?JuZ SOn hhCmM 15 tbB ™ mo thnt J '« d « *«** 

10 S ; nnd S T ln tils ™*» -ore™ therefore of 

mln^l , 6 CrS ° n ° hBa ” 0t bsen ,n Bond!, E° 18 °™ B 
annulled by popular notion and also by n perceptible fact — (49S) 

The following Text points out that tha said idea is annulled bv 
InforonOG also — 


TEXT (499) 

“ * Bondage ’ and * Liberation ’ must belong to the same person,— 

BECAUSE THEY ARE OP THAT NATURE, — -LIKE BONDAGE AND 

Liberation in the ordinary world —Thus every- 
thing becomes thoroughly well-estab- 
lished ”—(499) 


COifMENTAHY. 

TUd argument may be thus formulated — Bondaije and Liberation must 
subsist m one and, the same porson, — like tlie Bondngo and Liberation 
m tlio world,— the * Bondage ’ and ’ Liberation ’ under dispute are Bondage 
nnd Liberation m the form of Attnolimont and Dissociation therefrom;— 
this is a reason based upon the nature of tilings 

* Because fbey arc of flint nafiu c ’ i o because tliev nro m the form of 
Bondage nnd Liberation, ie boeauso they haio tho charnotor of Bondage 
nnd Liberation. 

* Tau * these two ’ — i o Bondngo nnd lAboration. 

Thus the single substratum m flic slmpo of tl.o ‘ Soul ’ bemg established, 
all the doctrines relating to tho Kelat.on between Actions «**”*£* 
and so forth become tborou^j cMoWisi.ed c " 4 " 9, P 
there being no room for tho criticisms directed agonist them -(409) 
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TEXT (500). 

-Jar MS SAME manner it may be show teat, if all thusos are 

IN ‘PERPETUAL FLEX’, REMEMBRANCE AND SUCH OTHEB 
PHENOMENA WOULD BE IMPOSSIBLE,— AS THERE WOULD 
BE NO SINGLE SUBSTRATUM (UNDER TEAT 
THEORY) ” — (500) 

COMMENTARY. 

As any single Agent would be impossible, it should be understood that 
there would he no possibility of any such phenomena as the following . 
Remembrance, well-ascertained cognition, seeking for a thing hidden by one- 
self and so forth. Because m all these, the substratum being different, 
there would be incongruities , e g when Ghartra is the original apprehender, 
doubter, Aider and seetav — Maitra could not be the rememberer, the ascer- 
tained seeled and so forth — (500) 

With the following Text, the Author proceeds to answer the above 
criticisms (levelled against the Doctrine of Perpetual Flux ) : — 


TEXT (501). 

We PROCEED TO ANSWER THE ABOVE CRITICISMS AS FOLLOWS THINGS 
BEING WITHOUT ‘ SOUL IN REFERENCE TO THESE ALSO, THE 

Relation of Cause and Effect being there, all 

THE SAID NOTIONS BECOME ESTABLISHED 
WITHOUT ANY DIFFICULTY — (SOI) 

COMMENTARY. 

Even when tlungs are regarded ns being ' without Soul all such notions 
as those relating to ‘ the Relation between Acts and their Results ’ and so 
forth, are based upon tha relation of ‘ Cause and Effect ’ , so that when 
the relation of Cause and Effect is there, all those notions become established 
and there is no incongruity at any point — (501) 


Says the Opponent — “ This definite Law of Cause and Effect itself is 
not possible without a ‘ Soul ’ ” 

The answer is provided in the following — 
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TEXT (502) 

IN the A«srxcn°orT IrnM^T’toiZ 

A Wo III; in mr c .„„ ’ 0U1 '~ so WOULD IT 

' C ' SI; 01 1'SYcmc, iL coNOEm— (502) 

COJI.M EXTARY 

Sprout and 

f^i^rr^aswSEr? 

cnmmt I >o without soul, to, if if wore, then there could bo no brcathLjmll 
ot irr functions ^ ; m tho core of tho Jor mid such tilings, if the absence of 
Ij entiling, etc were found to follow from tho absence of tho 1 Soul then 
mono could I ho negative concomitance involved in tho argument be 
mimics, bio if tho Jor. otc. also wore with Soul, then how could the 
Henson adduced lm\o tho requisite negntivo concomitance ? 

‘ then in the absence oj a permanent Soul , o oven when thore is no 
ehnrncfor v luch is common to them all — (502) 

<?iicstfon — “ Hon does tho Causal relation become established ? ” 

A naticr — 


TEXT (303) 

Either indirectly or direotlt, it is only a certain thing, — and in 

ONLY CERTAIN OASES— THAT HAS THE POTENTIALITY IN REGARD 
TO ANOTHER THING , THUS ALONE ARE SUCH RELATIONS 
AS THAT BETWEEN ACTIONS AND THEIR 
Results possible — (503) 


COMMENTARY 

Just ns, in regard to external things, the law ot Action aud Reaction is 
restricted, so is it m regard to tho group of Psychical Concepts also , 
ns tho causal potency is everywhere restricted , it is only from certain good 
and bad acts that particular results, agreeable or disagreeable, follow, 
through n chain of * moments ’ , e g from the apprehension of Colour follows 
its Romorabrnnco,— from cognition follow s definite conclusion,— from the act 
of dcposili , 10 follows tho subsequent seeking for it,— from the longing for a 
thing follows tho actual sight of it,~tlience the cessation of the eagerness 
for it In no case do the Buddhists ndimt of all these Reactions of 
Romcmbrnnco and the rest as connected with any one single entity; for 
thorn, it is mere Conception, a mere Idea Tins has been thus 
■ Tho Action is there, tho Result is there, but the Maker (Agent) 
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perceived,— one who abandons these thought-phases and tabes up others ; 
no thing apart from the Law of Things; tins Law of Things bomg 
that where such and such a thing appears when suck and such another thing 
is present— the formet is said to be produced from the production of the latter.’ 

‘ Such relations as bclucen Actions and their Reactions ' , — tins is meant 
to include Remembrance and the rest ; — the 1 relation ' meant is that of 
‘ Cause and Effect ’ (‘ Producer and Product ') — (503) 

Objection — “ If that is so, then how is it that among people and m tho 
scriptures it is said in reference to the Soul — 'When the action has been 
done by him, who else will experience its Reaction ? * ” 

Answer — 


TEXT (504) 

The Notion of the * Doer ’ and the rest is in reference to the 
unite of the ‘ Chain ’ ; and that too is held to be only a 

FIGMENT OF THE IMAGINATION ; IT IS NOT A PART OF 
THE REAL STATE OF THINGS. — (504) 

COMMENTARY 

People have the light of their wisdom bedimmed by a mass of deen 

Ttwt; nCB thBy lga0re aU “derations regarding their being 1 )„ 3 
cr that, being extent or nonexistent, and so forth, -and come to la^ 

' Sb * P ; ° £ parti0ulBr “ and effects 2 

del ta a t 'Z "* eSpr ~ 88 ‘ Ths I am 

tion -It ,s i! , 8ttompt9 to brin E <*°nt them Libera- 

Oncs, des^Taa« P Si eg t Sm T 

pound the theory of the ‘ Unity of thf Ob ” *5* pitfalls of Nihihsm, pro- 
of the ■ Doer • and the hke. UheCha “ and thereby explom the notions 

reshty of the wCafe topute ' » EXpknati011 18 enou Sh * establish the 

fact, the real state of tilings mmot bod^L T* °I ' ’~ aS & mBtter of 

“fence of tC ent ’ 8 ,°!f 0tl0!1 *° the ««•* that “ the 

admitted (by all partleal „ tbe 0880 °* Seed and such things not hernir 
undM Text 502) a ’ .. p ow>borafavi9 Instance (cited by the Buddhu/ 

Native lJLZ ~ " "* a<bmtted < 88d ^ 
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TEXTS (505-500) 


In the absence or continuity, the relation op ' Cause and Effect ’ 

"WOULD BE OF THE PARTICULAR KIND JUST POINTED OUT, -THIS 
ALONE IS POSSIBLE AMONG THINGS APPEARING UNDER 
DIFFERENT ‘ CHAINS ’ — In THE CASE OF THE SEED, 

Sprout and such things, the relation of 
Cause and Effect is found to be defi- 
nitely CERTAIN, AND YET THERE IS NOT 
THE SLIGHTEST TRACE OF CON- 
TINUITY —( 505 - 5 06) 

COMMENTARY. 

The term * anvaya * stands for anugama ' , continuity, — i e of any 
particular character — (505-500) 


The following might be urged fay the Opponent — " Oontmoity is cer- 
tainly present in the case of the Seed and Buch tilings , as has been declared 
by Vddyotakara — -What happens m the case of the Seed and Sprout is 
that the components of the Seed relinquish their previous formation and 
become arranged in a different formation, — when they have taken this forma- 
tion, the Earth-element in it becoming mingled with the water-element, and 
heated by the Fire-element, produces a substance m the shape of the Sap , 
and this Sap, along with the previous components assumes the form of tho 
Sprout Such being the case, how can it be true that there is not the slightest 
trace of continuity f ” 

Tho answer to this is provided in the following — 


TEXTS (507-508) 

If the elements of Earth and the rest in the Seed-Sprout- 
Creeper and so forth are not different, -then there can 
BE NO DIFFERENCE AMONG THEM , AS, IN THAT CASE, ALL OF 
THEM WOULD BE OF THE SAME NATURE HENCE IT MUST 
BE ADMITTED THAT THERE IS NO CONTINUITY 
IN THIS CASE 
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For these reasons, eor the pureose of establishing the existence 
oe ' Action and Re-action the superior philosophers 
should put eorth an effort to prove the relation 
of ‘ Cause and Effect ’ , — and for the purpose 
of establishing the non-existence of ‘ Action 
and Reaction the other philosophers 

SHOULD PUT FORTH AN EFFORT TO 
DISPROVE THE RELATION OF ‘ CAUSE 

and Effect ’ — (507-508) 

COMMENTARY 


, The sense of this is as follows - — If the Earth and other elements pre- 
sent in the later formation continue without surrendering their previous 
forms,-— then there can be no surrendering of the previous formation and 
the assuming of the later formation , because both the formations would 
be exactly of the same nature as before , so that there would be no 
difference among the Seed, the Sprout, and the Creeper,— all being of the 
same nature —In case you admit of difference among the Seed, etc , then, as 
there would always be the abandoning of the preceding form, it must 
be admitted that the Earth and other elements also abandon their own 
respective formations and assume other formations Otherwise, there would 
be no difference at all , as already explained Thus there being an appear- 
ance of several forms, one after the other, where would there be any 
continuity * ? 

Inasmuch as on the proving of the true character of the causal relation, 
" RU01 . n ° t,0n ; s aB tho r<,lQtl °n between Action and its Result become 
explicable, -and on the disproving of it, the said notions become dispelled — 

ete -!ST t,r~ ngthS 0XlStence of Actiras <»id their Results, 
the 'tuner PUt forth for the P rovm g °* the Causal Relation,— by 

n 3 ° P S '~ 1 6 by the B^dhiste, Who are ‘ Superior phiW 

phers on accoimt of them being followers of the best doctrines And for 

otJiiir r? 5 ? 36 °u s P rovul g the same notions, effort should be put forth by 

TJi r° P 6 _^ e * 0 ^ 0wers of other philosophical doctrines 

the wV"* ^yuLaranatvsiddhau ” has been, construed twice over. — 

Jorttann in one case being • asiddhav ’ 

(507-S08) 1 !<ltt6r a8Sertlon ' w<ra5d appear to be in the nature of a taunt] — 


V tho do3tr ° 5 cd or not destroyed ’—set forth 

them,— thereby establish 488-489),— the author proceeds to dispel 

laws — UI1 S the Causal Relation as the very root of all 
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TEXTS (509-510) 

Oi<i! j xplanatiox is as follows — The Effect comes in’ to existence 
at the sfcond moment , — the Cause had come into bxist- 

I'SCE IT THE FIRST MOMENT ; AND DURING THAT MOMENT 
IT is not destroyed Bur BEING momentary, IT DOES 
NOT EXIST AT THE MOMENT AT WHICH THE EFFECT 
IS THERE , EVEN IF IT WERE THERE, IT 
MOULD BE USELESS, AS THE EFFECT 
MILL HAVE ALREADY COME INTO 
EXISTENCE -(509-510) 

COMMENTARY 

Our mck is thnt the effect comes out of the Cause while this latter is 
still undestroj eel , and there is no possibility of the tiro being simultaneous : 
because uliat happens is that tlio Effoet comes into existence at the second 
moment, tlirough its dependence upon the Cause which has come into 
existence at the first moment and has not yet become destroyed , so that 
when the Effect comes mto existence it does so from the Cause while it is 
Still undestroj ed ; os it has not been destrcj’ed at the first moment And 
J’et the Cause does not continue to exist at the moment that the Effect is in 
existence, as, being momentary, it cannot so continue to exist Even if it were 
to continue, it would not lime the nature of thB Cause . , because when the 
Effect has alrendy come about, it would be absolutely useless' (609-610) 


The following Text shows this same uselessness — 


TEXT (511) 

What has already come into existence cannot be tboduced by 

IT OVER AGAIN ; BECAUSE WHAT IS MEANT BY A THING COMQTO ' 
INTO EXISTENCE ’ IS THAT THESE SHOULD COMB ABOUT 
SOMETHING THAT DID NOT EXIST BEFORE. If M 
WERE NOT SO, THEN THERE WOULD BE 
NO RESTING AT ALL — (511) 

COMMENTARY 

• If u ,«rc net sc, rt* there uouUU 

stated, then there tiould be no ^ mto existence were to ho 

•would be an infinite regress . of its being produced 

produced again, then there won &n regress of productions, 

over again , and m this way there wo d ^ Csu£e ,_ an d the Causes 

-there would be no cessation m ****** wotad b e notlnng to 

themselves would be liable to be produced , as 
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distinguish them . — and the result would be that there could bo no such 
distinction as ‘ this is the Cause and that the Effect ' — (511) 

In the following Text the author sums up lus position and shows that 
there is no flaw in the view that the Effect is produced from the Cause 
while the latter is still in existence — 


TEXTS (512-514) 

Thus we conclude that it is at the second moment that the Effect 

COMES UNTO EXISTENCE OUT OF AN EFFICIENT CAUSE WHICH CAME INTO 
EXISTENCE AT THE FIRST MOMENT AND HAS NOT YET BEEN DESTROYED — 
IF IT HAD BEEN HELD THAT THE EFFECT COMES INTO EXISTENCE 
AT THE THIRD MOMENT, THEN IT WOULD COME OUT OF THE deSttOyed 

Cause , as the cause of the development will have been 
destroyed, like the Effect itself, — AS IS GOING to be explained 
later on — There would be simultaneity only if the Effect 

HAD COME AT THE FIRST MOMENT BUT THIS CANNOT BE RIGHT, 

BEING JUST LIKE THE DOCTRINE OF THE EFFECTS COMING INTO 
EXISTENCE ALONG WITH THE CAUSE (512-514) 


COMMENTARY. 

As regards the alternative of the Effect coming out of the destroyed 
Cause, that is improper, as it is not held by us As that alternative would 
mean that the Effect comes at the third and subsequent moments, — as has been 
held by the Vaibhasilas, in such assertions as — ‘ the one presents (the effect) 
when it is past ' , if this view-were held, then it would mean the admission 
of the view that the Effect comes from the destroyed Cause but such is 
not the view held by us , because it is devoid of reason — 

There might have been some chance of the anomaly of the Cause and 
Effect being simultaneous if the view were that the Effect comes at the first 

x ra E tr. s ;r satno / a , ,6te!te r9gard the 

the Effect This is entirely unreasonable —(512-514) 

Why this is unreasonable is shown m the following— 




Wn “ N0T EXIST °°ULD HAVE NO POTENCY, -IF THE POTENCY 
muRE, the Effect would surely be produced , 
Hence simultaneity between Cause and Effect 

IS CLEARLY INCONGRUOUS (515) 


wUh^Efi^n "'*? W GauS6 (' 6 thB Cause that comes 
fiect) produce3 its Effect, it can do so either wb 


existence along 
1S itself unborn, 



302 


TATTVASANGRAHA CHAPTER IX 


or wlien it is itself born , — the former alternative cannot be right , as the Cause 
.does not exist pnov to the production of the Effect, — and as such, is dovoid of 
all potentiality — If it be said that — “It produces the effect when it is 
born, and then, being endowed with potentialities, it produces the Effect ”, 
— the answer is — ‘ if the Potency were there, etc ’ , i e if the Causo has its 
potency while it is in the state of having been bom, then, like the character of 
the Cause, the Effect also would he already bom , and under the circum- 
stances, on what would the potency of the Cause operate f — Thus the doctrine 
that Cause and Effeot are simultaneous is clearly contrary to the authority 
of Inference —(515) 

Says the Opponent . — “ The relation of Cause and Effeot is the same 
as the relation of ‘ Agent and Object ’ , and as such it would be highly incon- 
gruous if the two factors appeared at different times. For instance, between 
the Potter and the Jar, the relation of 1 Agent and Objeot ' is perceived only 
when the two are there at the same time ” 

The answer to this is provided in the following — 


TEXTS (516-517) 

As A MATTER Of FACT, WHEN THE CAUSE PRODUCES ITS EFFECT, IT DOES 
HOT DO SO BY HORDING THE EFFEOT IN THE MANNER OF THE PAIR 
of Tongs,— by reason of which thebe would be simul- 
taneity BETWEEN THE TWO NOR DOES THE EFFEOT 
COME INTO EXISTENCE, BY FIRMLY EMBRACING 

its Cause, in the manner of the Rover 

EMBRACING THE BELOVED, BY REASON 
OF WHICH THE TWO COULD BE 
REGARDED AS COMING INTO 
EXISTENCE AT ONE AND 
THE SAME TIME — 

(516-517) 


COMMENTARY 


, , ,, irffoat the Cause oporatod in the manner of 

H , in the produemgo hemect, the ^ P f ^ mW ox , s(onep 

-he Pair of Tongs, -^r lf ^™ Ca ’ uso ltl tho manner m which a woman m 
were to do so by embro i g „ mu itaneity and co-oxistonco of tho two 
embraced— then there mig , wbojo of this umverso is onlirolj 

a, . »«« «»* ■ • - ■ *-*- ■ "* 

“r ? b. ....»»«»"■ *>» > “• 

° ' ‘ Pralrto is cause.— (516-517) 

Effect, is inactive, how is it that peopi 
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expressions as ‘ the Fire produces Smoke ‘ the smoke comes into existence 
on the basis ol Fire,’ and so forth ? ” 

The answer to tins is provided in the following — 


TEXTS (518-519). 

Though the Thing is really inactive, yet on account oe the 

RESTRICTION IMPOSED BY THE NATURE OE ITS CAUSE WHICH CAME 
INTO EXISTENCE AT THE FIRST MOMENT, THERE APPEARS, 
IMMEDIATELY AETERWARDS, SOMETHING COMING INTO 
CONTACT WITH THE SECOND MOMENT , IT IS UNDER 
THESE CIRCUMSTANCES THAT THE FORMER IS 
SAID TO PRODUCE THE LATTER , — SUCH ASSER- 
TION BEING IN ACCORDANCE WITH A 
CONVENTION WHICH IS PURELY 
ARBITRARY, BASED UPON THE 
' WHIM OF THE SPEAKER 

—(518-519) 

COMMENTARY. 

On account of the restriction imposed upon the potency of the Cause 
ansmg from the Idea that gave nse to that Cause,— a particular Effect m 
produced from the Cause which has appeared at the first moment,— this 
^ect fe^ sacortoct e appearing at-the second moment; it is 

then that the said Cause’ ,s said to produce the said ‘Effect’. The 
mention of producing ’ is only by way of illustration ; it should be under- 
age alS0 hat tha ESe0t °° mes mto 05nstoilco on the basis of the 

Who are the people who speak of it as such I ” 

accoXi a rr n ' ** r'-r i3> th ™ say th ° s ° **> «* » 

upon the spo “ ^ 

operatiTj’Zw'LZf,^^’ ° n , ° 0mjns mto esstence > dld not become 
effect ? ’’ * scome the Cause in the bringing about of a particular 

Answer — 

TEXT (520). 

^EHAT 13133 G00D 0F *** ^O’EWITY AT ANY TIME OTHER THAN 

s own birth ® Mere existence is the only opera- 

on, AS IT IS WHEN THIS IS THERE THAT THE EFFECT 

appears. — (520) 

COMMENTARY 

into ZZZZZ 88 the Efie0t 18 P roduoad immediately after the Cause has come 
tcnce, any operation of that Cause on this Effect, after the latter 
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!ms- ooino about, would bo absolutely useless Because, wliat is it that is 
called llio ‘ operation ’ of tlio Oauso ’ It is that immediately after which the 
KfToct soemos its appeornneo , and ns a matter of fact, the ESeat appears 
immedmtoly after tho existence of tho Oouso , hence it is this existence itself 
wluch may bo called tho ‘ oporalion What is tho need of assuming any 
' operation ’ olhor than this ‘ birth ’ (coming into existence) of the Cause ? 
—(320) 


“ Tf this is so, thon, how is it that peoplo spoak of ‘ the ESect has need 
of tho Cause ’, ‘ tho Cause operates on tho Effect ’ f ” 

Answer — 

TEXT (521) 

It is run necessary condition or ‘ immediate sequence ’ that is 

CALLED ‘ NEED ’ , AND IN THE APPEARANCE OP THE EfNEOT, 

THE ONLY OPERATION OF THE Cause IN ALL CASES 
IS ITS ‘ EXISTENCE — (521) 


COMMENTARY 

Tho ‘ need that tho Effect has of tho Cause consists only m the faot of 
its coming mto existence immediately after the latter, and of the Cause 
also, tho only ‘ operation ’ towards the bringing about of tho Effect is that it 
15 always m existence at the tune of tho appearance of the Effect — (E21) 


Further, you liavo to admit that tho ' causal character ’of an' operation ’ 
—or of a Thing with that operation, -towards a particular Effect consists 
entirely in tlio fact of the latter coming mto existence only when the former 
is in existence , in fact, for tho determining of the causal relation between 
a Oauso and its Effect there is no ground except positive and negative eon- 
eoraitanco Such being the ease, why is not the causal character attributed 
to the Tlung itself (and not to its action or operation) 

bo said that the positive and negative concomitance of the Shot mth the 
Thing itself is not well known Hence it is far better to regard the Thmg 
itself as the Cause, with which the positive and negative concomitance of th 
Effect is well recognised -This is what is explained » the following 


TEXT (522) 

As a MATTER OF faot, the Operation also is assumed to se ^ Gause 
on THE BASIS OF THE FAOT THAT THE EFFECT APPEARS 

WHEN the Opebation is there , it is far better, 
then, that the Thing itself to which that 

OPERATION BELONGS SHOULD BE REGARDED 

as the Cause — (522) 

COMMENTARY 

, . ,, ie tha 1 operation’, which has been assumed by you 

* i — s» » - “* “ “ 
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‘ That to which the operation belongs — * becomes the Cause, by reason 
of the fact of the Effect appearing only when it is there ’ — such is the con- 
struction of the sentence 

* The Thing itself — 1 e. the Tlung by itself, without any peculiar form 
of activity or operation, may be regarded as the * Cause ’ — (522) 

Question — “ Wliat is the peculiarity m tins latter new that it is said 
to he 1 far betteT ’ 7 ” 

Answer — 


TEXT (523) 

As A MATTER OE TACT, IT IS ON THE existence, 01 THE SEED ITSELF THAT 

the Sprout is seen to appear , on the other hand, nothing 
is seen as coming into existence on the existence 
of an ‘ Operation ’ — ( 523 ) 


COMMENTARY 

On the existence i e. on mere existence , l e. on the existence of the 
lung— the seed— itself, devoid of any other operation (or activity).— This 
estabhshe^the faot of the Effect being positively and negatively concomitant 
With the J.hmg itself, —end not with the Operation —(523) 

,, Say8 n thQ °PP QnBnt “ Even though the concomitance of the Effect 
d.ar a ^r? er ,0niSn0tadmitt6d ’“ yBtfche °P 6ration can the causal 
Answer • — 


& ’ OT 0pe “ ™ 
then wTno E 0T) H0T BEEN PEROEIVED, - 

DO YOU NOT ASSUME THE SAME OF SOME- 

"* > * ° E ' bi ™uishing 

™ D ° YOT » ®e ‘ Operation ’ 

IS NOT FOUND IN THAT OTHER 
thing 1— (524) 

COMMENTARY. 

some Other® ‘ttaJS h *" ^ ** ^ ha ^s to assume 

from the ■ Operation • u H ’ beCRme thl8 latter would not be different 
not perceived, s nd ’ both ' vou!d be equally such as having their potenev 
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Then again, tins 1 Ooemtmn ■ , 

■6 produce it though (he medmm of .notT' n F ° dl,C0 ^ Effec ‘*-<*°<* 
ewtfence l It could not bo the former “ ' 0 P erntlon ? Or by its mere 

Should belong to that othei Opeutu,,’, ‘ tIle eausaI character 
foi tins lator Operation also thorn mi Picmdiis Opeiation , and 

etc. — nil uh,ch P „m2 bo 0 In to "** ** ^ ^on. 

Operation also would need a further fin ° . Jecfl011 And lf other 
regross. — (624) Operation, then theie would be an infinite 

If then, it be hold that the Operation produces the Effect hv- no m 

1,k ° th ‘ S «» Thing leS nSriL T 

on ti rol yTutdo — Thit^r’r i ““ fl,,,uming of 4310 ‘ Operation > ,, 0 ,,id be 

entirely tutilo— This is ivhat is explained m tlie following— 


TEXT (525) 

Just as the * Operation without any other (Opera nos), is held 

TO BE THE Causa OF THE EFFECT, — Dt THE SAME WAY, WHY 
cannot OTHERS, like it, be Causes *—(525) 

COMMENTARY 

Just as the Operation, without farther Operation, is regarded as the 
Cause of the Effect, m the shape of the Sprout,— in the same manner, why 
cannot other things also, without any particular Operations, be regarded as 
' Causes ’ ? — (525) 

It might be argued that — " the Operation does not directly help the 
Effect, — it helps only the Thing to which it belongs " 

The answer to tins is provided in 


TEXT (526), 

[which is missing ill the prnited Text, the commentary upon it however is 
available, as follows] — 

The phrase * held to be the Cause ’ (of Text 525) is to be construed here 
also — -What is meant is that for j on also, when the causal character would 
belong to the Thing as equipped with the Opeiation, it w ould be so without the 
intervention o£ a further Operation , so that there w ould be no Corroborative 
Instance available for you — (526) 

Then again, apart from its existence, there can be no other * Operation ’ 
of the Tiling, for the simple reason that if it were there, it would bo perceived, 
and yet it s not perceived —This is explained in the following 
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TEXT (527) 

Though it has bees regarded as perceptible, yet we do not per- 
ceive IT , HOW THEN CAN WE ACCEPT THE CONNECTION OF^ THAT 
AS THE BASIS (OE THE CAUSAL CHARACTER) *— (527) 

COMMENTARY 

‘Operation’ has been held by you to be something perceptible , as asserted 
by Rumania ( Shlokavartila Shabdanityata — 133 )— ‘When the Operation 
of a Thing is perceived before the Effect, that tiling is regarded as the Cause 
of that Effect, etc etc ’ — And further, that particular entity winch is of the 
nature of the • Operation ’ — is it something different from tlio Thing to which 
it belongs * Or is it non-different from it ?— In the case of all entities, 
no third alternative is possible , and no such alternatives are possible as 
* 1S both different and non-different or that ‘ it is neither different nor 
non-different ’ 

If then, it is something different, then the Thing itself cannot be 
the ■ Cause as the * causal character ’ belongs to the Operation which is 
something different from the Thing — It might he argued that “ by virtue 
of its connection with the Operation, the Thing also would have the causal 
character ” — That however is not possible , because there can be no 
connection between things which do not help one another — It might 
be answered that “ the Operation is helped by the Tiling ” — That also is 
not right , as a matter of fact, the Thing has no other Operation by which 
it could help the previous Operation ; if it were otherwise, then there would 
be an infinite regress (of Operations), whereby the successive Operations 
themselves would accomplish each other, and there would be no connection 
between the Operation and the Tiling — If it be assumed that the Thing 
helps the Operation, without any further Operation, — then, why should 
not the Thing by its mere existence, without any Operation, help the Effect 
(to come into existence), — for which purpose a different thing in the shape of 
the Operation is assumed ? In fact, there is nothing to prevent its usefulness 
towards the Effect, by its mere existence Erom all this it follows that it 
is not right to assume a distinct thing m the shape of the 1 Operation \ 

If then the other alternative be accepted — that the 1 Operation ’ is 
nan-dijfei ent from the ‘Tiling’ (to which it belongs), — then it becomes 
admitted that ‘ existence ’ is the only Operation , because the term ‘ existence ’ 
connotes only the nature of the tiling concerned 

Thus the view that the ‘ Operation ’ (of the Cause) is something different 
from its own coming into existence — cannot be accepted. — (527) 

Further, in the case of Cognition, it is found that as soon as it appears 
in the form of the apprehension of its object, — it operates by its mere 
existence , and hence m the case of all Things, the causal character must belong 
to themseh es, without any subsequent operation — This is what is explained 
m the following— 
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TEXT (528) 

CAITSAI, CHARACTER J.V THE CASE OP ALL THEWS 
BE HELD TO BE THE SAME *—(523) 


COMMENTARY 

In the ease of Cognition there is no other operation apart from , ls bam 
born, coming into existence , for instance under Mmtm*Jul 1 li, dfil 
, Sense-perception , while explaining the purpose served h the tZ 
jamna , birth , , m the Sutra, Kumar, la has declared as follows --‘What 

ZZZ Pm r °T “ lt '° a ' “° te K the iMt oi fhe ^8 JUtion being a 
M “ 0f ®' ght C ° gnit ‘ on 05 w 0i ,l w torn . in the case of other agencies 
a certain Operation ,s found, which is something distinct from their b.rth . 
m order to preclude the same in the case of the Means of B.ght Coon, bon 
it is necessary to use the term ■ birth ’ "-(ShhlavSrt, la Sutra ] ] i 
63 '54} 1 

‘The causal charade,, dc ' i e tihy cannot all things be regarded ns 
produced by the ' birth , * coming into existence of the Cause !— (628) 


“ In the ease of Cognition, it is quite nght that mere existence is tho 
Operation, as the Cognition does not continue to exist at any later timo, 
being momentary j [but the same cannot be true m the case of other things, 
winch are not momentary] " 

This is answered in the following — 


TEXT (529) 

Just as Cognition is momentary, so are all Things that are born, 

AS THEY HAVE BEES PROVED TO BE HENCE THE WHOLE 

Universe must be devoid of 1 operation ’ —(329) 
COMMENTARY 

Under the chapter on the 'Permanence of Things ’ it Jins been proved 
that all things are in ‘ perpetual flux ' 

' So are, etc ’ — i e like Cognition 
* Bence ’, — i e because of their momentar} character 
The argument may be formulated ns follows — Things Hint ore 
momentary can have no action (or operation), — like tho Cognition, — Seed 
and other tilings hate already been proved to bo momentary this thcrefori 
is a reason based on the nature oi things (for regarding them as rhcmil of 
action) As a matter of fact, things hnto no subsequent existence, and there 
could be no action without a substratum this supplies the argument 
annulling the possibility of action or operation in things. 
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From all this it follows that the only basis for the relation of Cause 
md Effect consists in immediate sequence, and not m any action (or operation, 
in the part of the Cause) — (529) 

It has been argued above by the Opponent (under Text 486) that — “ the 
Idour and other qualities that appear when the colour of the Jar has been 
estroyed, etc etc ’ , — but this is not incompatible with the Buddhist’s 
irgument , — tlus is what is shown in the following — 


TEXT (530) 

As regards Odour and other qualities (appearing in the Jar), 

THE FACT OF THEIR BEING CAUSES OF EACH OTHER, AS FORMING 
FACTORS OF THE SAME * CHAIN ’, IS ACTUALLY AD- 
MITTED (BY US) , AND THIS IDEA IS NOT ANNULLED 
BY THE ALLEGED ANOMALY OF THEIR BEING 
SUCH CAUSES — (530) 

COMMENTARY. 

As regards Colour, Tasto and other qualities, it is already admitted 
by us that as forming part of the same 1 chain * they are auxiliary causes of 
;ach other , as lias been thus declared — ‘ Without the action of Potency, 
there is no Cause of Tasto , tlus is the only explanation of all past qualities 
that have existed at the same time, which is derived from the indications of 
their Efiects ’ —(530) 

Says the Opponent — “Just as Smoke appears m immediate sequence 
Fire, so sometimes it may appear in immediate sequence to such things 
also as the Cow, the Horse and the like , then why cannot mere immediate 
Relation) r’ TOgarded as ‘ mconc'usive ’ (in the proving of the Causal 

Ananer — 


TEXT (531) 

EV r !f J™ 0XB raDt ° APEEABS » IMMEDIATE SEQUENCE TO ANOTHER,- 
IS ONLY IN SOME CASES (NOT ALWAYS) THAT THE LATTER IS THE 
USE OF THE FORMER, WHERE THE SEQUENCE IS INVARI- 
ABLE , THIS IS WHAT IS ACCEPTED, IN VIEW OF SUCH BEING 
THE REAL STATE OF THINGS THE SAME IS THE 
CASE UNDER THE VIEW THAT THINGS ARE 

permanent — (531) 


Relation') 0 mer ° !e 5'™“ n the basis of ‘Causal 

K what wo do assert ,s that one thing is to be regarded as the Cause 
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of nnolhor wlion tlio latter is always found to appear in immediate sequence to 
tho former , that is, ono thing is regarded as the Cause of another -when the 
ln( ter is found to appear only in immediate sequence to the former Smoke is 
not found always to appear in sequence to the Cow, the Horse and so 
forth , because it actually appeals oven in tho absence of these animals — 
Tlion again, to you also, who hold Things to bo permanent, the said 
criticism Mould bo applicable — why tho smoko, appearing after the Cow, 
etc is not regarded ns tho Effect of tlioso f — (531) 

Tho Opponent urges an objection (in tho first half, which is answered in 
tho second half) — 

TEXT (532) 

“ If a thing that is active towards the producing of an Effect 

IS NOT TO BE REGARDED AS THE CAUSE OF THIS BATTER, [WHAT 
THEN ?] ” — THEN I/ET THAT BE ACCEPTED AS THE ‘ CAUSE ’ OF 
A THING WHOSE PRESENCE IS ALWAYS ESSENTIAL FOR 
THE APPEARANCE OF THIS LATTER. — (532) 


COMMENTARY 

‘ Then let, etc ’ — This sentence supplies the Buddhist’s answer to the 
other’s obiection — (532) 

Thus it has boon shown that oven under the doctrine of things. being 
momentary, tho Relation of Cause and Effect is quite possible The Author 
next proceeds to show the possibility of the Means of the Cognition of 
the said Isolation — 

TEXTS (633-535) 

As a MATTER of fact, the extslenee AND non-existence (of Things) abb 
always known through Perception and Non-apprehension 

(RESPECTIVELY), -if THE VIEW HELD IS THAT THE 'MS ARE 

apprehended by cognitions with forms —If, on the othe 

HAND, YOU HOLD THAT THE THING IS APPREHENDED BY A 

Cognition which is formless, -then the same is found 

to BE THE CASE UNDER THE DOCTRINE OF THINGS BEING 
momentary Because whenever Cognition k pro- 
duced BY ITS ANTECEDENT CAUSES, IT IS ALWAYS IN 
the form of an Apprehension having the same 
Colour, etc that happen to appear at the 
time — -(533—535) 


COMMENTARY 


, lnn o{ ^ Permanent Tiling would come about 
Just as the apprehension of 1 V Mome ntery also come about 
for you, so also would that of 
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For instance, when the apprehension of a Thing appears, it comes about 
either through a Cognition with a form, or through a formless Cognition. 
If it comes through the Cognition with a form, then the apprehension of 
the form of the Cognition would be the same as the apprehension of the 
Thing concerned , — and this would be equally possible under both views — 
of things being pei manent or momentary If on the other hand, it is through 
formless Cognition, that also makes no difference in the two views Because, 
as a matter of fact, the Cognition is produced in such a form by antecedent 
Causes that what it apprehends is the same Colour, etc that happen to he 
present at the same tune, — and no other Colour, etc , because it is produced 
m the form of the apprehension of these same — Thus then, it being admitted 
that Cognition is of the nature of the apprehension of the Colour, etc appearing 
at the same tune, — there is no difference m the character of the Thing itself 
as concerned under the two views of Permanence and Momentariness, You 
will have to admit the presence of the character of ' Cognition * m the 
apprehension of each particular Colour, etc appearing at the same time ; 
by virtue of which, even though the character of appearing at the some 
tune is equally present m all, yet what distinguishes the Cognition is 
the Colour, etc , and not the Sense-organ concerned And this explanation 
holds good under the doctrine of the Momentarmess of things also So it is 
of no significance at all — (533-535) 

The Opponent raises an objection against both (Cognition having a form> 
as also being formless) — 


TEXT (536). 

If Cognition EAS A forii, then Consciousness would be or 

VARIEGATED FORM Ip, ON THE OTHER HAND, IT IS NOT MASKED 
by any FORM, THERE CAN BE NO BASIS IN THE NORM OP 
PROXIMITY (for SPECIFYING THE COGNITION) ” (536) 


w.uoiu;n;xAKX 

‘ f0rm ’ then “ the C °S“t.on of such things ns the 
Consciousness fcolmt ° Ti ^ vane S at *’ d ColoOT vould be present m the 
to W vanouSurs” ’ n0t P ° SSlb,e f ° r a smg,e Co S mhon 

suchdifferemmnorL^w’ C ° S ' mtiDn 1S forra,6ss ' thsre could be no 
of the Tend Colour ’ n * IS CoSmtl ° n the Blue Colour, not 

the nature o/ c ° ’ ° S m aI! cnsos ’ tha mere Cognition itself would be of 

he no basis f or the « TTTl’ *** * h ® r0 bemg n0 dlstmcfct on, there would 

s { ° r the SR,d differentiation (m the Cognition) -<536) 


The following Text supplies the answer to this cirhcism 
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TEXT (537) 

You ALSO HAVE TO SUPPLY SOME EXPLANATION IN ANSWER TO THE 

ABOVE , AND WHATEVER ANSWER YOU PUT FORWARD WOULD 
ALSO BE OUR ANSWER TO IT — (537) 

COMMENTARY 

Tho criticism that 1ms boon urged applies equally to both parties , as you 
also w ill have to aeeopt ono or tho other of the two views — of Cognition having 
form or being foimloss otherwise thoro would be no possibility of the 
Cognition apprehending an objoct — Nor is there any other alternative besides 
those two wavs in which tho Cognition could apprehend the object When a 
criticism is apphcablo to both parties, it should not be urged by one against 
tho other Thus then tlio answer that you may be able to make to the 
criticism shall bo our answer also For instance, under the view that Cogni- 
tion has some form, the answer that you might make would be either that 
tho forms arc unreal, or that they are nothing different from the Cognition 
itself with winch it is found to be invariably concomitant, even though the 
two appear to bo different and this same answer shall be ours also — 
Under the view that Cognition is formless, tho explanation that could be 
given would bo that that character of the Cognition whereby it apprehends 
only a particular tlung is due to previous Causes,— and tins same answer 
shall be available for us Btmddhas also, who bold Cognitions to be formless 
Hence our answer to the Opponent’s criticism is that it cannot be urged 

against us — (537) 

Havine thus established the existence of the ‘ Means of Right Cognition ’ 
what is done and the befalling of what is not done 


TEXTS (638-539) 

NOT PRODUCE AN EFFECT, NU „ 1TT = 4T CHARACTER ’ —The 

of the Effect is always dependent 

UPON the POTENCY OF A PARTICULAR 

u _fS3R-539) 


COMMENTARY 

„ riwr and JExpenmcer, then 
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^^Amg^IdL or cpencnccd by anyone Ho* then w«ld 
tU 14 ot • the waste ot what » done, etc ’ he urged ag -t us ’ 

It is possible that the anomaly of ‘ (a) the Waste ot " a 
W the Jalhng of what ,s not done • » urged against us on the g*A ** 
our view involves the p. eduction ot Results from a Cause (a) uluoh has 
that capacity to bring about desirable and undesirable results nhich is con- 
current with a pre-existing Xntelhgence.-and [b) which lias acquired that 
capacity which is not concurrent with the preceding act —But tins cannot 
be right , because there is no incompatibility between the doctrine ot Ro- 
Sotd ’ and the presentee ot the capacity due to previous acts For instance, 
just like the Seeds seated in red dye, the particular potentialities due to 
previous acts do actually continue in the ‘ chain and it is through these 
as subsequently developed that the desirable or -undesirable result appears 
ISTor do we hold that the Result proceeds from a * chain ’ not set up by pre- 
nous acts , thus how- could our view involve the anomaly of ‘ the boialliug 
ot what has not been done ’ ? 

Vddyotakara has argued that “ the Mind being a fleeting entity, there is 
no possibility ot its being aflected (impressed) by Actions ” — This is not 
right , as a matter of fact, there can be no affecting of the permanent thing 
which has not renounced its previous form , as for the 1 impermanent (fleeting) 
thing, its being * affected ’ consists in the very fact of the coming about of a 
new character 'When the Scriptures speak of 1 the Permanent Entity os 
affected ’, it is with reference to the permanence of the 1 Chain ’ , that 
* Cham 1 which is liable to be snapped cannot serve as the * Cause as it cannot 
be present at the time of the birth of the Result at a long interval ; bonce 
it would be clearly wrong to regard such a ‘ Chain’ as the substratum of 
the 1 impression ’ leading to such a result. This is what is meant — Thus 
what has been urged by Vddyolalara is based upon his ignorance of the 
doctrines of the other party and deserves to be ignored — (538-539) 


KumSnla has argued as follows • — “ When we speak of * the waste of 
w lat is done and the befalling of what is not done wa do not mean that 
t a said anomaly is due to the act done by a certain Doer being destroyed, — * 
or t o simple reason that under your view, there is no Doer , what we mean 
V, V—* 85 y ° U k° !<i 4,16 de8trQ0tl011 o£ Hie Act and the production 
wesf 8 f SU5t t0 bS absoIute »— -this is what involves the said anomaly of ‘ the 

ShM , V* d ° ne find tIle be£allm S of what is not done [See 
SMelarfirftla, Atmavada 12 el seq] 

m t£ wTr <0 tlU V hB Auth ” PrOCeedS t0 Sh0W that the s “ d anoma, F 
d .snot 44 nu\Tb \ 'T by Buddiust hence 

8 p t that forward to him as an undesirable contingency 
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TEXT (540) 

What is urged against us, by setting forth the alternative or 

THINGS BEING DIFFERENT EVERY MOMENT, IS THE FACT OF 
EVERYTHING UNDERGOING DESTRUCTION AT EVERY MOMENT 
AND SO FORTH BUT BY URGING ALL THIS THE OTHER 
PtRTY HAVE NOT PUT FORWARD ANYTHING THAT 
IS DISAGREEABLE TO US — (540) 

COMMENTARY 

“ The preceding Action-Moment being absolutely destroyed, there is 
1 w flAte of w hat is done ’ , — and then an absolutely new Result-Moment 
being produced, there is ‘befalling of what is not done ’ ", — if such is the 
anomaly that is urged against us, through the setting forth of alternatives 
relating to the momentary change in tlungs,— then what is urged against ns 
is w lint is quite agieeable to us In fact, wo are going to show tlint there 
is no continuity of the slightest trace of any part of anything at all — (540) 


As regards the argument (put forward by the Opponent, under Texts 
496-499) that “ the intelligent man would not undertake anv aotiviti , 
tlus is answ'ered in the following — 

TEXTS (541-542) 

The assumptions based upon the difference among Moments 

DO NOT ARISE IN PERSONS THE POWERS OF WHOSE VISION HAVE 
BEEN DAMAGED,- —BECAUSE OF THEIR IDEA OF THE UNITY OF 

the ‘Chain’ In faot, persons who have fully 

REALISED THE TRUTH UNDERSTAND THE LIMITATIONS 

of the Causes appearing in a ‘perpetual 

FLUX’, AND UNDERTAKE THE PERFORMANCE 
OF GOOD DEEDS ACCORDINGLY — (54X-54S) 

COMMENTARY 

Those persons whose powers 

rdrrra^Tome^do^ unseat Ml “J 

satisfied by their conviction that l performance of 

would be quite happy, and hence ^ to tho we if 0 ro of other people, 

actions -Those persons also who are Uires the ‘ inomontnrine-s 

having realised, tlixoug i r ® aso f u n v realised the Truth,— the* 

and ‘ soul-less -nrss ’ of Carbon ’ , they come to under- 

also accept the ‘Intenohed CJwm ^ ^ ^ ^ bcinff prompted b> 
stand that when acta of chanty Im p r0SS jons tondmg to tho welfare 

of oneself and also of others, 
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, « C! = ’ and that no Eucli impressions arise from 

mtervolved ‘ Chain or ^ as HaHnittg others and the like Hating 
the performance of suck evil and tlimr ESeots, they nnder- 

tlnis realised to exact limite o ^ ihus declare d— ‘ Until 

talce to performance of goo continues to suffer 

* i™ » r ;. ^r» rr;^r JESS. •»«>. m 

at rri'rtc.-.- -* - - - 

-rsrsawsJ'JS riVs-tssr - 

toieof are established ho® already been explained above -(o41-64 ) 

It has been argued above (under Tart 493) tot “if things 
Recognition .cannot be explained ’’.-The answer to tins is provided m th 

following — 

TEXT p43) 

The peouuiar character. op c Cause and Effect’ is restricted 
to SOME Minds only, that is hoy? Remembrance, etc 

COME ABOUT WITHOUT OBSTRUCTION — (543) 


COMMENTARY 

In the term * laryalaryita 4 Tc&ryV ib that winch has an effect , 1 e a 
Cause , and thus the compound stands for the character of Cause and Effect — 
In reality, there is no one who is the Rememberer or the Apprehender of things , 
for, if there were, then, it would mean that the thing is remembered by the 
same entity that had apprehended it What happens is that Remembrance 
and the rest come about only m that * Cham ’ (or Senes) in which their seed 
has been laid by the successive production of more and more specialised 
1 moments * by a specially vivid apprehension , — and not anywhere else ; 
os the scope of the relation of Cause and Effect is restneted Such ut brief 
is the sense of the Text — This has been thus declared * — 1 Our theory cannot 
be vitiated by the possibility of Remembrance and Expen ence of Results 
coming to otheT persons ; because there can be no such remembrance at all 
Who is the man whose mind has ever remembered what had been, apprehended 
by another ? * 

As for Recognition and _ the rest, they are always brought about by 
previous Remembrance , hence there is no incongruity at all — Nor has it 
anywhere been proved that Recognition and the rest are all based upon 
a single Cogmser, by virtue of which it has been asserted (under Text 494) 
that “ if there were difference between the two, the Recognition would be 
baseless >s . Because merely on the basis of the relation of Cause and Effect, 
difference has to be admitted in all cases -—(543) 

It has been argued (under Text 496) that “ what is bound up with the 
chains of Attachment, etc is one Moment, etc etc , and hence there can be 
no idea of Bondage and Liberation under the theory of ‘ Perpetual Flux ’ ” — - 
The answer to tins is provided in the following — 
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TEXT (5 44), 

IGNOR VNCE AND THE REST, IN THE EOR3I OF ‘ CAUSE AND EFFECT ' ABE 
HELD TO CONSTITUTE ‘ BONDAGE AND THE CESSATION OF 
THESE, AS CONSISTING IN THE PURITY OE THE MlHD, 

IS HELD TO CONSTITUTE ' LIBERATION ’ —(544) 

COMMENTARY 

Tor us no 1 Bondage ’ and ' Liberation ’ have been admitted as belonging 
to any one entity , as no one is held to be either ‘ bound ’ or ‘ liberated ’ , 
oil that is admitted by us is that * Impressions ’ in the form of Ignorance 
and the rest ending noth decay and death are spoken of as * Bondage ’ on 
the ground of their being the cause of pam This has been thus declared — 
‘AH this is merely an aggregate of the Thought-phase that causes pain 
When the said Ignorance and the rest cease, by virtue of True Knowledge, 
there comas about purity of the Mind , and it is this punty that is spoken 
of as ' Liberation * , as thus declared — ' When the Mmd is beset with the 
troubles of Attachment and the rest, it constitutes the Cycle of Birth and Death, 
and when the same is freed from them, it is called the End of Birth (544) 


It has been argued (under Text 499) that “Bondage and Liberation 
appear in the same substratum "—The next Tori proceeds to show thatinttus 
argument the Corroborative Instance cited is ‘ devoid of the Probandum - 


TEXT (545). 

Even in the ordinary world, these two-' Bondage ’ and ‘ Libera- 
tion 1 — are not admitted as appearing in the same sub- 
stratum , AS everything is held to be momentary -(645) 


COMMENTARY 

sisrazr. r: s* ,1 " ow "“‘ ” 

Corroborative Instance is what is not admitted -(545) 


Having thus established bis 
the doctrine of the Opponent — 


own doctrine, the Author proceeds to discard 
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TEXT (546) 

As THE COMING IN OF ANY PECULIARITY IS ENTIRELY IMPOSSIBLE, ALL 
NOTIONS OF THE ’ DOER AND THE EXSERIBNCER ‘ BEING IN 
BONDAGE 1 AND SO FORTH, — IN REGARD TO THE SOUL 
— MUST BE INCOMPATIBLE ; OR ELSE THE SOUL 
IS SOMETHING EVANESCENT — (546) 


COMMENTARY 

If the Troubles in the shape of Attachment and the rest had really 
brought about the Bondage of the Soul, — or if Contemplation and the rest 
had really produced certain peculiarities m the Soul,— then the idea of the 
Soul's 1 Bondage and Liberation ’ might have been admitted ; as a matter 
of fact, however, as the Soul is eternal [ex hypothssi ), no peculiarities can be 
produced in it ; for the same reason no ideas of * Bondage and Liberation *> 
—which presuppose limitations of the relation of Cause and Effect,— are 
possible in regard to the Soul just as in regard to Akasha 

Or else ’, i e. if peculiarities were actually produced m the Soul, — then 
as the ‘Peculiarity’ would be of the nature of the Soul, the Soul itself also, 
being non-different from the Peculiarity, would, like the Peculiarity, be 
something evanescent.— If the * Peculiarity * were something different from 
the Soul, then, the idea of its being produced m the Soul would be wrong,— 
as no connection would be possible (between the Soul and the Peculiarity). 
This matter has been discussed times without number. — (646) 


End of Chapter IX. 



CHAPTER X. 

Th& of the Fit si Category-' Substance \ 


COMMENTARY 

OImJn’f I " ,rod ' ,ct< 7 ' 0 ’ s< " i lln '° spoken of the Doctrine of ' Intervened 
oLv'T” , ^ frC ° fr ° m Sll0h hrmtm S oonditions as those of 

and so forth ■ In ZL? 
of I n to .tmhor proceeds to cm, mine the 'six categories' (of the 
' anhetdnt.) , this culmination is nhnt is introduced m the following— 


TEXTS ( 547 - 548 ) 


The Followers or -d/^npode (Gautama, Natyayilas) and of Kanada 
( VaiaJicsilas) have asserted, solely on the strength or 
Verbal Authority, that— “ the theory of the Z7m- 
ueisirf and such things being formless, set 

FORTH PREVIOUSLY — CANNOT BE RIGHT , BECAUSE 
THE SIX CATEGORIES OF ' SUBSTANCE ’ AND 
THE REST DO REALLY EXIST ” — HbNOE 
THE REFUTATION OF THESE, SUB- 
STANCE AND THE REST, IS BRIEF- 
LY SET FORTH HERE — 

(547-548) 

COJDIENTABY 

" In ono of the oarher chapters, that on the ‘ Permanence of Things ’ 
(Chaptei VIII), it lias been asserted (by the Buddhist) that ‘ the Universal 
and such concepts being formless, the momentary character is not attributed 
to them’ (Tart 740) — Tins cannot be right, because the six categories of 
Substance, Quality, Action, Universal, Ultimate Individuality and Inherence 
do ronlly o\ist " , — so soy the followers of Alfapada and others Naiydyilas 
have been called ‘ Ah sapada ' because they are the disciples, followers, of 
Alfapada and similarly the followers of Kanada, the VaishUihas. have been 
called 1 Kanada ’ 

* Solely on the strength of verbal authority ’ 1 e they are dependent 
upon Verbal Authority only, totally devoid of reason — (547-548) 


With a view to refuting the category of ‘ Substance the Author sets 
forth the subdivisions of ‘ Substance ’ (as postulated by its exponents) - 
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TEXT (549) 

Substance has been held to be of nine kinds — divided under the 

DIFFERENT HEADS OF ‘ EaRTH ’ AND THE REST , OF THESE, THE 
FOUR BEGINNING WITH THE ‘ EARTH ’ -ARE OF TWO 

kinds — eternal and ho n-elernal — (549) 

COMMENTARY. 

The idea underlying this setting forth of the subdivisions is that when 
the subject has been thus stated, it is easier to find fault with it 

‘Xme Linds ’, — as stated in the Sutra ( VaishesiLa ) — ‘Earth, Water, 
Fire, Air, Akasha, Time, Space, Soul and Mind ’ From among these. 
Substance in the form of the first four — i e Earth, Water, Fire and Air — 
is of two lands, being eternal and non-elernal — (549) 

These two kinds are shown in the following — 


TEXT (550) 

The Atoms that have been held to be of the nature of * Earth ’ 
and the rest are eternal ; while those made up of the 
Atom and the rest are evanescent —(550) 

COMMENTARY. 

Earth, etc m the form of the Atom axe eternal, — the Atoms being eternal. 
Those that are made up of the Atom and the rest are non-eternal, according 
to the Law that what has a Cause must be non-eternal 

Atom and the rest — i e those among which Atoms are the first 
ALaeha and the rest are eternal ,— such is the sense of the Text — (650) 

The Author proceeds to discard 1 Substance ’ of the said four kmrl«. _ 


Among these, tee non-existence of the eternal (Permanent) 
atoms has .already been proved, by establishing the fact 

OF ALL THINGS BEING IN A STATE OF * PERPETUAL 

Flux ’.—(551) 

COMMENTARY. 

Of p 1 ZZ S Jt C 7 ; Wlmt ! r e beea descrlbed as Earth and the rest in the form 

Pormancn n/l '^ r^^ 1106 ° f these “ tbe Iorm of anjtlimg 

bcon f oved the establishing of the ‘Perpetual Flu J 
tilings which pervades over all things ; the Universal proposition having 
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bemi established in the form— 1 Whatever exists must be momentary,— 
because what is not momontnrv cannot linvo any iruitfu) action either 
successive or simultaneous ; licncc nliat is not-momentarv cannot exist’ ~ 
(851) 

Tlio following Text states a counter-argument in annulment of the 
permanence of Atoms — 


TJEXT (552) 

Jr Atoms ni.fsr rr.itv i.vent, then all gross substances would be 
PJ tODUOEl) AT ONCE is thlv: ^re equally znpepenoent of 
CoXJt NOTION 1ND OTHER CON'DITIOKS — (552) 


C'OJIMEXTARY 

If Atoms, which are tlio causo of all gross things, like the Mountain and 
so forth, are hold to bo permanent, — then their Products, m the Bhape of all 
gross tilings, should bo produced simultaneously, as their caiwe would be 
always there in its perfect condition This argument may be formulated 

t j lus All those tlungs whose causes are present m their perfect and unob 

structod form must be produced at once,— like many Seeds, when their 
causes are present in their perfect and unobstructed forms ,— all gross things 
are hold to have permanent Atoms for their cause j— so this must be a natural 
reason (for regarding them as liable to be produced all at once). If things 
wore not to be produced even m the presence of their causes in the complete 
form, -then they might never be produced at all, there being nothing to 
distinguish one case from the other, this would be a counter-argument 

in annulment of the Nydy a doctrine . . . , _ 

The following argument might be put forward by the other party - 
"The Cause is held to be of three kmds-{l) the Inherent (Constituent) 
OaZ (2) the tfon-mhereni Cause, and (3) the Cause when one 

tlTg inheres (subsists) m another, it is its Inherent Cause ; that which acts 
as the Cause without inhering in a thing is its Non- inherent Cause, eg the 
of the component parts is such a Cause of the composite object, 

—all the ocner fandB of Cal3ss that go to produce a thing 

— r sriit 

r b. «». "" 

argument of the Buddhist added _. The y ore eqttaUy independent 

In answer to this, the Au _ ^ and the other condi- 

oj Conjunction and other OTn *‘ ,0 “ ’ Atoms then these latter would 
tions produced a certain pccuhanty in the A ^ ^ bemg 
be dependent upon tbosc coudi i produ=sd m them by anything 

jnnss l w- <*•- 

tion and other conditions ? 



examination of the first categoby- 


: SUBSTANCE 


321 


As a matter of fact lion ever all such gross things as the Bodj .theHouse 
and the like do not appear at one and the same time— in fact, thej are 
found to be produced one after the otliei Hence the conclusion must be 
contrary to the one propounded bv tlie Xaiyayila Tins argument maj be 
formulated as follows —The causes that produce tlungs successively must be 
impermanent,-* g the Seeds which produce the Sprouts successively ,- 
the Atoms also are productive of Effects in succession , hence tins is a natural 
reason (for regarding Atoms as impermanent) —(552) 


Amddhalarna has put forward the following proof of the Permanence 
of Atoms — " What is held to be the producer of Atoms cannot be endowed 
with the property of existence,— because it is not cognised bv any Means of 
Right Cognition indicating existence , — like the ‘ Hare’s Horns The 
‘ property of existence ’ means the properly that should bepiese.nl in the existing 
thing , and the denial of tlus m the said Cause is what is meant. It means 
simply that ‘ there is no Cause productive of the Atom 

This is the argument winch is anticipated in the following — 


TEXT (553). 

If the Peoducer of Atoms is not held to be endowed with the 
property of existence, on the ground that it does not 
FOBS! THE OBJECTIVE OF ANY MEANS OF COGNISING 

Existent Things, — [then the answer is as 
explained in the following Text ] — (553) 

COMMENTARY 

The construction of the sentence is — ‘ If the Producer of Atoms is not 
held to be endowed with the property of existence ’ 

The term ' udyamdnopdlambha, etc ’ means that ‘ it is not the objective 
of any such Means of Right Cognition as serves to apprehend the existent 
tlung The rest is easily intelligible 

What is indicated by tlus is tlie argument that the assertion of the 
impermanence of Atoms is contrary to, and annulled by, Inference , because 
of the declaration that ‘ the existing thing w Inch lias no Cause must be 
permanent ’, winch proves the permanence of Atoms on the ground of there 
being no cause productive of them — (553) 


The following Text explains that tlie Reason put forward hero is not 
admissible . — 

21 
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TEXT (554) 

The Reason yddi-ced cinnot be eight, because it is inatohs- 
sibie; \& tiil Cvi'sr or Atoms is actually perceived in 

THE Sir VPE or THE WEAVER AND THE LIKE , INASMUCH 

\5> the Cloth ynd other things are all 
CONSTITUTED OF ATOMS — (554) 

COMMENTARY 

Tho question being — "The Weaver, etc are known to bo the cause of 
such tilings ns tho Cloth and tho liko, then how can it be said that they are 
found to bo tho cnuso o£ Atoms 5 tho answer is —They are constituted of 
Atoms ’ , what is meant is that this i- going to be shown later on — (S5I) 

Then again, m tho onto of things that are far removed m space, time and 
character, — a veil though no Means of Right Cognition is found to be operative, 
jot their being existent is not regarded as incompatible ; so that the Reason 
eitod [' Because it is not the objective of any Means of Bight Cognition ] 
is ‘not-eondusiio ’ (in prolong tho non-enslence, of the Cause of Atoms) 
Tins is what is shown in the following — 


TEXT (555) 

It may be that the existence of a ihlvg cannot be knownin the 
' abslnoe of a Means of the Right Cognition of the existing 
■hung But the mere absence of the Means of 
Right Cognition cannot bring about certainty 
regarding its being actually non- 
ext stent- — (555) 

COMMENTARY 

‘ Cannot bring about certainty, etc V-« 69 18 that it does not 

as tho Ghost (winch is not seen, and yet one cannot be sure 

exist). — (555) 

of Atoms) — 

TEXT (556) 

» Omma 

-sssss- - £«—- 

ADMITTED —(55b) 

COMMENTARY ^ 

• Q-W* '-° 0l0W ’ from Qualities 

something different from these , 
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and Components, is never apprehended As a matter of fact, any such 
composite suhstanco as the ‘ Cloth’, complete m itself, and entirely different 
from qualities like Whiteness, and from components, in the shape of the Yams 
(comjiosing it) — ne\er appeals in any visual or othei kinds of Cognition — 
From this non-perception of the Substance as distinct from Qualities, it also 
follows that there is no basis foi the idea that Substance and Quality are 
distinct categories , — and from the non-perception of the Composite as distinct 
from the Components , it follows that the idea of Component and Composite 
(Fart and Whole) vs groundless — This argument may be formulated as follows 
— When a perceptible thing is not perceived, it does not exist, — just as the 
Jar, not being perceived at a certain place, is regarded as 11011 -existent , — 
and no * Qualified Substance ', apart from the Qualities and Components, — 
winch is held to be perceptible, — is ever perceived as occupying the same 
place ,— -nor is any ‘ Composite ’ ever percerv ed apart from the Components , — 
hence tins is a natural reason (for regarding such Composito Substance as 
non-existent} — t he Reason adduced here cannot be said to be not 
admitted ’ , because there is the distinct decimation of KanSda to the effect 
that In a gross Substance, there is perception due to its containing several 
substances and to qualities’ (Vmshesxha-sUlra), winch clearly shows that the 
Quality and the Components are regarded as perceptible — (556) 

In the following Texts, the Author sets forth the arguments put forward 
by UddyotaLara, BhavitiUa and others,— to show that the Reason that 
the Composite Substance is never perceived as distinct from its Qualities 
and Components’, adduced in the above argument, is ‘not admitted’ 


TEXTS (557-558) 

"t™* 0F FA0T ’ Rock-crystal is actually perceived 
ivhea in contact with another thing, even though its 
toY IS NOT PERCEIVED .-SIMILARLY THE LxNE OF 

IWl S rj UCH “ AHE S^N, -WHEN THE 

RED BY A LONG CLOAK, EVEN THOUGH HIS 
COMPLEXION, ETC ARE >- 0T PERCEIVED, THERE IS 
PKRC Km oN OF HD! AS A ‘ MAN ’ , — IN THE CASE 
OF THE RED CLOTH, THERE IS PERCEPTION 

OF IT AS 'CLOTH”’— (557-558) 

C05BIENTARY 

hended as npart^rom Itfo Tv f ° ll0WS The Substance is really appre- 

s-m™ ™ " r ”V'7 «*■> »■ o*™ Z* SL 

W vlien the Rock-crystal’,* f ’ S percelved For instance, 

colour of the wlute Bock-lysta ZokT ^ tllM S h «» 

poreened - (6) SjJniJar , t] ^ *\Z h * the Crystal itself is 

night When the l lgIlt “ k f tke ° { O'**. flying m the sky at 

S t is dun, are actually perceived, even though their white 
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coloiu is not pereen ed — (c) Similar].- ti lien a man is cm cred In n long 
cloak reaching to his feet even though lus dark complexion and oilii i detail- 
are not seen, the perception that it is ,1 ‘ man ’ is there nil right —(d) In ihe 
of pieces of cloth coloured mth saffron, etc men though the imtnra) coloiu 
of the elofli itself is suppressed, set the Cognition of the ‘Cloth it-oif i~ 
there ” — (5S7-5SS) 

It lias been explained above that the distinction beta con the Substance 
mid its Quality is vouched for bv Perception itself, m the follow mg Tnlt, 
they proceed to show that it is proved by Inference aI'o — 


TEXTS (559-560) 

“ (A) COLOUR AXD OTHER QUALITIES ARE ENTIRELY DIFFERFXT FROM 

the Lotos axd other thixos,— because they are distixgusiied 
by these (latter)— just as the Horse is Dismonsiini) 

BY Chaitra (the Bider) —(B) Or, the Earth axd othfr 

SUBSTANCES ARE ENTIRELY DttrEREXT FROM COLOUR 

Odour axd other Qualities because they 
are differextly spokes OF BY -MEANS OF 
words ix the Singular axd Plural 
numbers (besfechtely},— just as 

THE ‘MoOX ’(SlXGULAR) .VXD 

the ' Stars ’ (Plural) are 
differext ” — ( 550 - 5 G 0 ) 


COMMENTARY 

The Quality is different from the Lotus, because tbe> are '!«*«» '* £ 

•«. oil « .. »- 

■*». »' " 

fr0nl Each of tho Substances,— Earth, atC ^ the. arc 
from (the Quaht.es) Colour, Taste, dam ^ ^ nlimIx>f|1 ( r ,*po< 
spoken of by means of words in t P .y Ioo „* heutem (lit .‘■menial 

tively),-justns the M«m and the 5 {mn „ 1P 0 f diftcrtnn 

number and tlio Stars » * h s , nr number, and the compotm< 

JESS Si* - i 

‘ • £> • — arc F*. -d fr - ^ 

theWosKeaudds On*!***' ~ 
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TEXT (561) 

“ Similarly, the Tarns and the Cloth must be regarded as differ- 
ent, — BECAUSE THEY HAVE DIFFERENT MAKERS AND DIFFERENT 
POTENCIES, — JUST AS THE PlLLAR AND THE J.VR ARE 
REGARDED AS DIFFERENT BECAUSE OF THE PRESENCE 
OF CONTRADICTORY PROPERTIES ” — (561) 


COMMENTARY 


Tins argument is formulated as follows — Things having different 
makers, different effects, different times, different sizes must be regarded as 
different, -just like the Pillar, the Jar and such things , — the tilings under 
discussion do have different makers, different effects, different times and 
different sizes — -This Reason cannot be said to be ' unproven * (* not 
admitted ), or * inconclusive 1 In fact, the difference among tlnngs is 
always based upon the presence of contradictory properties, — as is found 
in the case of the Pillar, the Jar and so forth , — such contradictory properties 
are found m the Composite and the Component , for instance, of the Yarn, 
the maker ia the (spinning) woman, while of the Cloth, the maker is tho 
Weaver, the Cloth— and not the Yam,— has the capacity to remove 
cold , the Yarns are found there before the Cloth , hence it is prior m tunc, 
while the Cloth appears later, after the operation of the Weaver , the length 
and breadth of the Cloth are different from those of each of the Yarns ; 
thus the sizes of the two are different Thus the Reasons adduced are not 
inconclusive ’ Such is the sense of the argument — (561) 


Having thus established the difference between the Composite and the 
Pc™e,™™ t al s t o 1 !- OPP0n6nt PTOCeCdS t0 prove the same on the strength of 


AJSA.TS (562-563) 

‘ S,IBSTA * 0E3 > SHE PERCEPTION OF THE 

W0TOD S0T BE because the 

■ ^ ^ ZEYOXD THE REACH OF THE SENSES, NOR WOULD 

Syi ^ Tmt ’ (Small) be possible , because it is 
the extremely subtle thing that is so spoken 

of IN RELATION TO A GROSS SUBSTANCE , HENCE 
IN THE ABSENCE OF THE GROSS SUBSTANCE, 

IN RELATION TO WAT WOULD ITS 
‘ SUBTLETY ’ BE 2 ”—(562-563) 




that tlicrcTouknte no £™P<f‘ tc Substance, there would bo the anomaly 
««* of .l" Cf; TT at T" ’ " S the A ^ om5 themselves arcbeyond 
In t,U ' ab ' eI «* o£ ‘ gross' tlimg again, tho 
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name ‘ Atom ’ (Small) itself mould not lie possible —Why ‘ Ticeotiic it i 
the extremely, etc ' — Tins is easy to understand -(582-503) 

With the following Text, the Author proceeds to answer the aboie 
arguments (of the Realists) — 


TEXT (564) 

lx THE CASE OF THE ItocL-CI Ijsltll (CITED ABOVE), THE ROCK-CRVSTU, 

is perceived as ted ix Colour , and vet, in reility it 

CANNOT BE RED , — AS THAT WOULD DEVOLtSK VO UR 
OWN THEORY — (564) 


CO.USIEXTARV 

It has been asserted that “ the Rock-crystal and such things arc porcen cd 
even when their Qualities are not pcrcened ” , but tins cannot bo admitted , 
because the said perception, being not m accordance with the rcnlitv, must 
be wrong, and hence baseless For mstanco, when the red Hibiscus flower 
is placed adjacent to the Roek-erystal, the lattor is perccnod ns Red, which 
it is not .—similarly when the Line of Cranes are perco.ied ns Dari (m the 
dark) when they are really White Neither of these two thmgs-RoeU- 
cry.stal and the Cranes-are really of the Colour as porceo ed o of the 
nil or the Dari colour — " Why ? ” Because that uould demolish your 
oion theory ;~ie if they were realty of the Colour tint is porccncd, ton 
your theory, just mentioned.-tbnt tlungs ^cono* oven when ttoir 
Colour is not perceived,— w ould boeom a demolished. ( ) 

The Opponent might argue ttat-“ tto Rock-crystal itself ,s porrenrd, 
apart from the Colour ” -Tins is answered m the follow .ng- 


TEXT (505) 

APART FROM THE COLOUR, NOTHING ELSE IS 

OF SOMETHING DIFFERENT, AND IT CANNOT BY RIGHT, TATS 
Z^U-TKAT THINGS SHOULD BE APPREHENDED B5 
the Cognition of something mm rent, is 
n-n.IT WOULD LEAD TO AN UlSl'RDITV (•> 1 >) 


COJDIEXTARY 

As a mnttor of fact, apart from U,B ’—i/p- rmieil. 

of something different,--* « ,n 1 =1> ^ d Co]onr —If it be urged that “ ' 1 ” 

as all that is actual!' Pencil I f s w.R „ v , lf v.hi.h .« not v » 

is perceived ns Red roIoi-mfstbcRoch^ ^ ^ ^ 
red ”, — then our answer » t0 „ particular thing, it «■ on *»•'* >*' ' 

Cognition is regarded ns appertaining 
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of file form cognised , if then, the object of the Cognition had a form other 
than that of the Cognition, — then Sound and other tilings might be the 
object of the Cognition of Colour . — there being no difference between the two 
cates — (565) 

Even granting that a Cognition may have for its object sometlnng 
v Inch lias a form different from that of the Cognition itself, — even so, 
what the other paity desire cannot be accomplished — -Tins is what is shown 
m the following — 

TEXT (566) 

It might be possibee too in that case, that it is the TF7me Colour 
(of the Rock-crystal) itself that is actually cognised ; 
but such a Cognition would be clearly wrong — 
like the Cognition of the Conoh being 
yellow — (566) 


COMMENTARY 

That is, (under the view of the other party) it might be possible that m 
the case cited, what actually exists apart from the White Substance (Rock- 
cristal) is the White Colour, winch is cognised as * red ’ —But even so, that 
does not prove the existence of the Substance with the Quality — The ‘ cha ’ 
should be construed as after ‘ shuUadaydh 

The Cognition would be wiong % — i e not in strict accordance with the 
real state of things — (566) 


Another instance rated by the Opponent was that of ‘ the man covered 
JJ’ a cloak ’ —That also cannot be regarded as * Perception > ; because it is 
accompanied, by a verbal expression (* this is a man ’), and also because it is 
m Mmct It can at best be regarded only as an 1 Inferential Cognition ’, 
0 i ,„ P L:T! !t maI1 ’ m thB shapB of ihe <*9gr*gate of Colour and other 
L Z f J° d0SS DOt ,erve t0 P rove the existence of the Com - 

positc Substance -Tins is what is shown in the foUowmg- 


TEXT (567) 

Cognition that appears in the case of the man covered by the 

AK IS INFERENTIAL, AND DOES NOT APPERTAIN TO THE 31 an 
AT ALL , BECAUSE WHAT IS REALLY COGNISED IN THIS 
CASE IS THE Cloak HAVING THE SHAPE DUE 

to the Man — (567) 


COMMENTARY 


, c e m P°nnd * taddhetusanmies 
cloak wluch has the shape of which tl 


is to be expounded as ' the 
—who is only an aggregate of 
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Colour, etc —is the Cause * —This shows that the inferential Cognition js 
brought about by the particular indicative mark called the ■ Effect ’ (507) 

Another example cited (by the Opponent) is the notion of the * cloth ’ 
in reference to the Red Cloth — The answer to this is as follows 


TEXT (508) 

AS A SCATTER OF FACT, SUCH THINGS AS THE JtED DvS AND THE SAFTRON 
PRODUCE A NEtV COLOUR IN THE CLOTH, ON THE DESTRUCTION 
OF THE PREVIOUS COLOUR , BECAUSE THE CLOTH ITSELF 
IS MOMENTARY (AND ITS PREVIOUS COLOUR 
HAS PERISHED ALONG WITH IT) — (568) 


COMMENTARY 

What happens m the case cited is that the Cloth itself being momontnrv, 
its previous White Colour is destroyed, and a new Colour comes into existence 
through other causal conditions, and when tins new Colour is parcelled, 
there appeals, on the wake of that Perception, the reflective notion pertaining 
to the aggregate— as ‘the Cloth, the Cloth’— with appropriate distinction, 
and tins notion (of the « Cloth’) is purely illusory, without a real object 
Thus the Cognition cited ia not of the nature of Pc: ccphon at all 

Nor is it Inference , as its object is one that lias been already apprehended 
by a previous Perception, and also because it is not a Cognition brought 

about by means of an Inferential Indicative 

Thus in the case cited there is no Colour that has been suppressed 
—(568) 

White Colour reappears 1 ” 

The answer to this is as follows — 


TEXT (569) 

WHAT HAPPENS IS THAT OUT OP 

COLOUR IS PRODUCED THROUGH B „ CK 

AND such other things , -just l 

Colour or Metals— (gO)) 

COMMENTARY 

Just as, in the ease at f Mif * ■ produced, -so m the 

contact of Eire, the “^/^ou tproduced m the Cloth 
case in quest.on also, another Wo Col 
there is no incongruity at all -(oBJ) 
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The follow mg might be raged — “ How do you know that a fresh White 
Colour is produced, — and not that the previous White Colour itself, which 
could not be perceived by reason of being suppressed, becomes perceptible 
later on, by the remov al of the suppression , ” 

Tins is answered m the following — 


TEXT (570) 

If the Colour had remained in the same condition, then there 

COULD BE NO SUPPRESSION OF IT , AS THE PREVIOUS TJNSUP- 

pressed Colour would continue to exist — (370) 
COMMENTARY 

Tins argument may be formulated as follows — That winch has not 
abandoned its unsuppressed character cannot be suppressed by anything 
else, — just as the same in its previous condition , — and under the suppressed 
condition also, the original Colour has not abandoned its raisuppressed 
character , hence this would be a proposition which is contrary to a larger 
proposition 

On tile other hand, if it be held that, the Colour lias abandoned its 
unsuppressed character,— then it becomes established that the Colour sub- 
sequently produced is different from the original Colour — (570) 

It has been argued (under Text 559) that “ The Colour differs entirelv 
ftom tho Iiotns, etc etc ” 

The answer to this is as follows — 


TEXT (571) 

The diverse ways of verbal expression wherein the Genitive 

AND DIFFERENT NUMBERS ARE USED PROCEED ENTIRELY FROM 
THE SPEAKER’S WHIM , HENCE IT IS NOT RIGHT TO 
DETERMINE THE REAL STATE OF THINGS ON THE 
BASIS OF SUCH EXPRESSIONS (571) 

COMMENTARY 

' ver ° ac ^ rrutt;e ^ that the us® of the Genitive and other forms of 
t , exi>ressiotl proceed precisely on the basis of the real state of things, 
ewe J° CXlStence of such thln S s could be admitted on the basis of those 
from 11 0nS i’ " S “ lnntter of fact > however, verbal expressions proceed entirely 
If f W iT : the s P eakers , and they do not depend up£ the real state 
O , w- then can they prove the real existence of anything 1 

rCipah "rl° ”, G ™ lhV °’ re!errCd lo 1S ln such expressions as ‘ Patasija 

rhSreaco of the na f ' ^ 0CCDrdm 6 to the other party proves the 

Cloth from the Colour] , — and the use of diverse * numbers * 
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rcfonod to is m such expressions as ' Pafah ’, 1 Cloth ’ (m the Singular), 
and * rupuchn/ah • ‘ Colour and other qualities ’ (in the Plural).— The phrase 
diverse wa^s ’ is meant to mclndo the use of the Locative, — as in the 
o\pi c-sion ‘ r<i!c liipiidayah ’, ‘Colour, etc <n the Cloth',— and such use of 
Noininnl Aflixes ns m the expression ‘ Patasya bhavah patatiam ', [where the 
Unit a sal diameter of ‘Cloth ' is spoken of as different from the particular 
Cloth]— (371) 

111 the following Text, tlio Author further reiterates t-lie ‘inconclusive’ 
charnelcr of the Benson adduced bj the other party — 

TEXT (S72) 

FURTHER, THE OTHER PARTI” DO HOT REGARD THE ‘ EXISTENCE ’ OF SHE 

six Categories as anything different , nor is any single 
‘ GROUP ’ or THEM ADMITTED —(572) 


COMMENTARY 

There are such expressions used as ‘ sannam paddrthanam aslitvam ', 

‘ the existence of the Six Categories ’, ‘ sannam largah \ ‘ the group of six ’,— 
where the Genitive forms are used, even though there is no real difference 
between the two factors (the Categoues and their existence, or the Categories 
and their group) You do not admit any such thing as ‘ existence apart 

from tho Six ‘ Categories ’ themselves 

Tins is only by wav of illustration In fact, in such words as dumb , 
• sikaidh ' and the like, even though the Plural number ,s used, we do not 
perceive a multiplicity of the things (wife or sand) 

As a matter of fact, the * svatia ‘ self-hood of a thing is not regarded 

as a distinct category — (372) 

In the following text, the Author anticipates the answer of tho 
Opponent — 

TEXT (573) 

If it be fa aid that—" The existence of the Six Categcriesisiieui 
TO BE THE PROPERTY SUBSISTING IN WHAT IS 
known BY A Means of Might Cognition 

CASE, THIS WOULD HAVE TO BE DISTINCT FROM THE 
Six that you postulate (on ) 


COMMENTARY 

, . „„ , the K,-. Categories is a distinct 

“ What is meant is that the s,ast< ® o{ suoh Means 0 { Right Cognition 
property consisting m their being °°g“ no discrepancy m °°r 

as apprehend existing » £ ^answer 

Premiss ” tins is the sense of the uppou 
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examination of the first category — ‘substance’ 

The answer to tins is— ‘ In that case, etc , etc ’ — ‘ Distinct ’— i e a 
distinct Category ; 1 e it becomes a seventh ‘ Category ’ , and tins would 
militate against the doctrine of the ‘ Sin Categories 1 (373) 

Says tlie other party— “Tins is what ne readily admit ; hence it 
does not vitiate our argument ” 

How is it then that you have declared the Categories to be six onlv " 

The answer to tins question is anticipated and aim ered in the following— 


TEXTS (574-573) 

“ The Six that hate been postulated are things with Properties, 
and the Properties are certainly admitted by us to be distinct 
from them ” — Ip this is said (by the other party), then (ive 

ASK)— WHAT IS THE RELATION THAT IS HELD TO SUBSIST 
BETWEEN THE CATEGORIES AND THE PROPERTIES * 

This relation cannot be that of ‘Conjunction 
as this is restricted to Substances alone 

(UNDER THE ifydl/ft-VIEW) , NOR IS THE 
OTHER RELATION, THAT OF ‘INHERENCE , 

POSSIBLE , AND NO OTHER RELATION 
IS ACCEPTED BY THE OTHER 

Party. — (57 4-575) 

COJMENTARY 

“ Tlie ‘ Six Categories ’ that have been postulated are only those that 
have Properties , u hile the ‘ Six Categories ’ in the shape of the Properties 
are held to be quite distinct , as is found in the following words of the 
Padarthapraveshaka — ‘ Tins mention has been made of only the things u ith 
properties, without any mention of the Properties 

The answer to this explanation of the other party is provided by the 
words Then what is the relation , etc , etc ' , — Relation — of the Property in 
the shape of Transience, etc — with ‘ those ' — i © the Categories , — w hat is that 
relation by virtue of winch Existence becomes the ‘ property’ of the Categories ’ 
t\ lfcliout some sort of relation the character of ‘Properly and With 
roperly ’ would not be possible , otherwise it would lead to the absurdity of 
everything being the Property of everything As a matter of fact, there is no 
rc ation between the Property of Existence and the Categories Because there 
are only two lands of Relation — Conjunction and Inherence The relation of 
onjunction is not possible m the case in question, because being of the nature 
° Conjunction is restricted to Substances only [and Substance is 

°n y one of the Six Categories ; all these latter, therefore, cannot have Con- 
.Junction ^ le Property of Existence'] — 77 or can the relation be one of 
o nature of Inherence, because it is held to be one only, like ‘ Existence ’ 
1 5e , alula if the relation of * Inherence ’ subsisted between Inherence and 



332 


TATTVASANGBAHA CHAPTER X. 


tho Categories, then tlio former ‘ Inherence ’ should haw to be regarded as 

different from tho latter [and tins would involve self contradiction] 

(374-375) 


It might ho nigued that “tho Property of Existence could belong to 
the Categouos without my relation ” — The answer to this is as follows — 


TEXT (576) 

Ir so Relation is possible, then how could the Property belong 
to the Categories ? — If it were held to belong to them 

MERELY ON THE GROUND OF ITS BEING PRODUCED 
BY THEM, THEN THERE WOULD BE OTHERS 
ALSO LIKE IT — (576) 

COMMENTARY 

So that it would load to an absurdity 

If it be hold that tho Property is said to be related to the Six Categories, 
on account of its being produced by them, — then, there arB other things 
also,— such as Water and the like— winch would be * liU it i e related 
to things like the Tank and such tlnngs, merely on that ground ‘ of being 
produced by them’ , and under the circumstances, the postulating of Relations 
in tho shape of ‘ Conjunction ’ and ‘ Inherence * would be futile —(576) 


, TEXT (577) 

Further, as there would be ‘ existence ’ of the Existence also, the 

INCOMPATIBLE (GENITIVE) ENDING WOULD BE INCOMPATIBLE 
WITH IT, AND IF THESE WERE EXISTENCE OF THAT 

Existence also, and so forth, there 
WOULD BE NO END TO IT —(577) 

COMMENTARY 

Further, even granting that the ? r0 P ert ^ ° f ^eTmconehisiw) For 

s „ S-i .. I.,...*.*.'- 

r r,;» 

- - *—* — * “ M ”“ 

Recress — (577) 

, j vrp ness ary and desirablej 
Says the Opponent ^t “eon justify the rejection of tho 

‘ Infinite Regress ’ cannot be 

Prem Xho answer to tins is as follows - 
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examination of the first category — 1 substance ’ 

TEXT (578) 

Thus in all these ‘Existences’, the character of ‘being with 

PROPERTY’ WOULD BE DUE TO THE PRESENCE THEREIN OF 

another property , and in the case of Substance 
and the rest also, the character of being 

WITH PROPERTY ’ HAS BEEN ACCEPTED ON 
THE SAME BASIS — (578) 


COMMENTARY 


In each one of these Existences (ad infinitum), the character of ‘being 
n ith property ’ would be due to the presence therein of the properties coming 
one after the other, and under the circumstances, the assertion that ‘these 
Six Categories alone are with property ' would not be correct , as there would 
be many other things also (m the shape of the Existences), apart from the 
Six Categories, which would be with property Such is the sense of the 
argument 

It might be argued that — “ what are said to be six only are those things 
that are always with properly only [while others are with property and also 
are themselves property] ”, 

But there is nothing m this explanation. As, under this explanation. 
Quality, Action, Universal, Individuality and Inherence could not be men- 
tioned therein, as these are not always with properly only, they are of the 
nature of property also, — as all these subsist m the Substance. 

‘ On the same basis ' , — i e because of tlie presence of other properties. 

The Opponent says — “ The existence of the Six Categories consists m 
tlieir Cogmsabibly by the Means of Cognising existing things ; and this Cog- 
msabihty is in the form of the Cognition which has the Six Categories for 
its object ; as it is only when this Cognition is present that they are regarded 
as * existent ’ Thus ‘ cogmsabikty ’ is produced by Cognition and ‘ pre- 
dicability ’ is produced by Predication , so that the use of the Genitive 
Ending — based upon difference, — becomes quite possible Nor is them an 
Infinite Begress , nor the contingency of Categories other than the six 
(postulated by us) ” 


Tins also is a mere figment of the Opponent’s imagination If the 
things m question are m tlieir essence of the nature of a Category- (Tiling) 
capable of eSective action, then, ns being capable of effective action, thev 
must be Categories (Things) ; this being conceded, if they are spoken of by 
uords with case-endings connoting difference, — in such expressions as ‘the 
existence of these ’, — only to meet the enquiry as to their being other forms 
of Categories, — then what is the dispute between us 7 Because though its 
character is really not-dfferent, yet having withdrawn that character from 
it, if the speaker were to speak of it as if it were different , — then there would 
bo no dispute ; because the use of words depends entirely upon the speaker's 
"him, as is found m the ease of characters created m concocted stories, 
where extreme degrees of beauty and other qualities are assumed and 
described —(378) 
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It 3ms been argued by the other party (under Text 561, above) that 
“ the Yarns and the Cloth are distinct things, because their makers and 
potencies aro different, etc etc ” 

The ansu er to this is as follows — 


TEXTS (579-580) 

Ik IT IS THU DIFFERENCE OF THE CLOTH FROM THE VERY FIRST YARN’S 
THAT IS SOUGHT TO BE PROVED, — THEN THERE IS TEE IRRESISTIBLE 
DEFECT OF * FUTILITY ’ THOSE OTHER YARNS ALSO 
THAT APPEAR LATER OS', IF ANOTHER STATE 
(FORM), CAPABLE OF A PARTICULAR KIND 
OF USEFUL ACTION, — ARE NOT ENTtRELY 
DIFFERENT IN CHARACTER FROM THOSE 

FIRST YARNS — (579-580) 

COITMEXTARY 

If what you are seeking to establish is the difference of the Cloth from 
those first yarns which have not yet acquired the name of ‘ Cloth ',-tken 
you are proving what is already admitted In fact, all things bemg 
momentary, it is admitted by ns that the later yams winch subsequently 
come to be called ‘ Cloth ’ are actually produced from those first yams, 
Zgh Vs a matter of fact) it is not possible for one thing to he produced 
out of another totally different from it -(573-580) 

*» - - - - — * 

< Unproven '.—This is what is shown m the following 

TEXTS (581-583) 

*-> — — r ~ 

JS=2==: 

STONED BY A SINGLE ^ * AND APPLIED IT TO THE YARNS 

srsrss - 

COMMENTARY 

B the Cloth K m compand 

actually known as something am 
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■with the yarns, it might be recognised ns having the characters of having 
a different maker and the rest (winch have been put forward by the other 
party) ; as it is, however, that Cloth itself is not known as something different 
from the jams , as it is this very difference that the other party has pro- 
ceeded to establish The mere presence of the two different names — * Cloth 1 
and ‘ Yams ’ — does not necessarily prove the two things to be different, as 
different names may be applied to the same thing for venous other purposes 
For instance, some particular yarns, having reached a certain condition, 
become capable of accomplishing the useful purpose of keeping off cold , 
and there may be other yams — which, for instance, have just left the hands 
of the spinning women, — which are not so capable And with a new to 
indicate that the former >arns are capable of accomplishing a single purpose, 
the single term * Cloth ’ is applied to them by people speaking of them, 
specially for the purpose of avoiding confusion , even though, m reality the 
Cloth is not anything different from the yarns 

Question — “ Why, then, is a single term applied at all ? ” 

Answer — If each of the yarns were spoken of separately , — 1 e if each 

yam were spoken of one by one,— then, there would be the following defects 

(o) Prolixity , 1 e as many words will have to be used as there are things 
capable of accomplishing the same purpose , and this would be too prolix , 
(6) Incapacity , it will not he possible to ascertain the specific forms of 
each individual ; this is what is meant by incapacity ; — (c) Futility : 
speaking of them as having some imaginary common form, it is better to 
speak of them by a single word , and hence there is no use m speaking of each 
of them separately —On the other hand, if they are all spoken of as a whole, 
thero is the distinct advantage that usage becomes simplified. Just as 
smgle comprehensive words are used m speaking of all things by such all- 
comprehonsive names as * World « Three-Worlds >, ‘ Universe 1 and so forth 
Exactly of the same fond is the name 1 Cloth’ (as comprehendmg all the 


The compound ‘ mbhmna, etc ’ is to be expounded by making a eopula- 

1T P b6t T a ‘ KaHr ' and ‘ Stmarthya, etc ’, and then taking tin, 
copulative compound as qualified by the term ‘ mbhmna ’.—(581-583) 


gross 1 sibstanT ZT* ( ™ d ” 46Z ’ aW > there were no 

r^bfe I tc f’ " ° £ thS TTee and Euch tlnn S s be 

p s-iblo , etc , etc. —Tins is answered in the following— 


As 


TEXT (584). 

0F FAQT ’ 'those Atoms that have come into existence 

-tUTUALLY HELPFUL, — ARE NOT BEYOND THE SENSES; AS 

rHEi ae e within reach of the senses. — (584) 


WJUUTiiX -LAXV I, 


hecausosuch bByond ths roach o£ ths senses « not admitte. 

Atoms as have attained a certain condition are actually pereep 
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£2* » s t>~ - — 

— (5S1) y PJ ’~‘ 6 as Wpmg each other 

The folio* mg text also shot, « that Atoms are percepfcbte by the senses - 


TEXT (585) 

The ' Bute ’ and other shapes have bees postulated is regard 
to THE Atoms themselves , and the Visual and other 
Cognitions also serve to manifest only those 
Elite and other shapes —(585) 

comrEXTARy. 

Question — "Atoms are held to exist in a sequential form— one after the 
other and certainly they ate not * perceived ’ in that form , then how can 
they he said to be pel ceplible ’ " 

Answer — 


TEXT (586) 

Though they are not perceived in the sequential form, —yet 
theie perceptibility cannot be denied,— it being similar to 
that op Drinks and other things — (586) 


COMMENTARY 

The term * adhyalfatahciilia * may be taken as a genitive Talpurufa 
compound, meaning — ‘ non-denial of Perceptibility ’ , — or it may not bo 
treated as a compound but two separate words — ‘ adhyalsala ’ and ' abSdha 
— the meaning being ' Perceptibility is undeniable ’ , i e there being no 
annulment of it, it cannot be denied 

1 It being similar, elc ' , — i e its perceptibility lemains as undemed ns 
the perceptibility of Drinks and other things Por instance, m the cose of n 
‘ Drink the ‘ Taptopala ' (’ Heated or Burnt, Stone, a medicinal pre- 
paration), the * SutaHma ' [5 Quid-silver and gold, another modicinal pre- 
paration, the MaUxraihmga and such tilings, —where the constituent 
atoms are of mixed characters (tastes), they are actually perceived ns such 
In the ease of these tilings, there is no ‘ composite substance ’ (apart from the 
constituent Atoms), the things consisting of heterogeneous elemonts, In 
fact if the Composite were something different from the Atoms, no conjunc- 
tion’ among them could be visible , because the substratum of such conjunction 
_i e the Atoms-are nnseen (ex hypolhesi) , and if oven one of the factors 
of the Conjunction is not visible, the Conjunction cannot he perceived , e g. 
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the conjunction between the Jar and the Ghost , and the conjunction between 
the Solar Disc and parts of space and of Alasha Such being the case, 
where all the conjuncts— in the shape of Atoms,— are imperceptible, how 
can the Conjunction subsisting in them be perceptible * — (586) 

Question — “ Thus then, the whole matter being uncertain, how can the 
perceptibility of Atoms be accepted as reasonable ’ ” 

Answer — 

TEXT (587) 

As A MATTER OF FACT, IN THE MATTER OF THE PERCEPTION OF 
AT.T. THINGS, — WHICH EXIST ONLY IN THE FORM OF mutual 

exclusion (negation), — there is the same uncertainty 

IN REGARD TO all THEIR CHARACTERS AND 
FORMS — (587) 

COMMENTARY. 

Under the view of the other Philosophers also, whenever anything is 
apprehended by Perception, there is no certainty in regard to all the forms 
and characters of that thing , what happens is that it is regarded as per- 
ceived to that extent winch serves to differentiate it from other things, — 
and not all its forms and characters Because even if other factors wero 
perceived, there would be no certainty regarding them, and these would be 
of no practical use, and as such, would be as good as not-perceived 

‘ The same uncertainly ’ , — i.e. as m the ease of the apprehended tlung. 
-(587) 

Says the Opponent : — “ Inasmuch as things are impartite, — and 
everything is actually perceived in its complete form, — why should there be 
no certainty regarding the whole Thing ? ” 

Answer : — 

TEXT (588) 

Even though, the Thing being impartite, its character is appre- 
hensible only by Indeterminate Perception, yet there is 
definite (certain) cognition of its differentia- 
tion (from OTHER THINGS) , AND IT IS THIS 
DEFINITE COGNITION THAT IS UNDER- 
STOOD TO BE THE CAUSE (OF 
CERTAINTY) (588) 

COMMENTARY 

' Msa ' is that which pertains to the senses , i e perceptional cognition — 
nn tlus is qualified by the term ‘ alalpana \ * indeterminate ’ ,— thouch 
1 15 a Pprohonsiblo by indeterminate Sense -perception, yefc etc., etc 
22 
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‘ There is definite (ceitam) cognition of its differentiation ' , — 1 o certnmtv 
a? regards its being diffeienfc , — the cause of tins consists m Repetition, 
Close Pioxnmty, vividness of conviction of difference, and so forth .Vs n 
matter of fact, mere Apprehension by itself does not lning about certainly, 
which is brought about with the help of repetition, otc also Honco the 
meaning is that there is certainty where all tlio-e conditions are present 
All this we have smil on tho supposition (for tho sake of argument) 
that Atoms exist and also the external object is actually cognised bj Percep- 
tion, as a matter of fact how e\ er, for the Idealist, thore is no external object, m 
the shape of Blue and tho liko, cognised bv Perception , because m dreams and 
other such conditions, thore is perception of such things ns tho Blue, oven 
though such tlungs have no existence at the timo , and tins fact makes tho 
ordinary perception of such things also at least doubtful, specially ns t he 
form of the ‘ Blue ' being devoid of the natiiic of one or many, its cognition 
must be of the nature of ail illusory appcaianco — Nor arc rlio Atomi admitted 
as existent , because they exist in sequential succession, — and ns (hoy vary in 
regard to the point of space occupied bv them, they cannot bo regarded ns 
one Under the circumstances, in view of such an Atom, how can it bo 
asserted that Atoms are porcoptiblo os having tho Bhio Colour, nnd that the 
sequence has no significance, being imposed upon it from outside through 
illusion ? — -(588) 

The Opponent might arguo that — “ if tliBre wt>ro no Composite substance, 
how could a man with open eyes have tho notion of 'one mountain ’ ill 
reference to what are only so many Atoms t ” 

The answer to this is as follows — 


TEXT (589) 

Just as in the case of the Lavip it is only a serifs or similar 

FLAMES WHICH BRINGS ABOUT THE ILLUSION (or ITS BEING Onr) , 

so [in the case of the Mountain also], them is 
an illusion of unity, even though what are 

REALLY COGNISED ARE SEVERAL SUBTLE 

entities appearing in close juxta- 
position — (589) 


COMMENTARY. 

In such tlungs as the Lamp, it is the senes of sucec-.volv Oflrmm 

Qu esUon — “II tUo Moms are not pirevrd as d,t.„et from - 

another, how do thoj become perceptible 
Ansucr — - 
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TEXT (590) 

If the Perceptibility of Atoms is not admitted because of their 

BEING NOT-DIFFEREXTIATED THEN HOW IS IT SEEN IN THE 
CASE OF THE LAMP AND SUCH THINGS ? OR, IS TEE 

Composite held to be of that 
kind t — (590) 

COMMENTARY 

If it is held that what cannot he cognised in diffeiontiated form cannot 
bo perceptible, then, how is it that perceptibility is found in the Lamp, wherein 
also the individual flames appearing m quick succession cannot be 
differentiated ’ — Or is it that the Composite only is a tiling that is pcrceptiblo, 
even though its components are not differentiated ? The reason thus put 
forward bv tlio Opponent is inconclusive — (590) 


The following Text advises the other Part-v as to the way ill which he 
should level las criticism — 


TEXTS (591-592) 

All that can be urged is — “On the definite Cognition of 
these (Atoms), how is it that it is not realised that 

WHAT IS PERCEIVED AS Blut IS THE FORM OF THE Atoms ? ” 

But that also cannot be the cause , because 
the Cognition in question cannot be with- 
out AN OBJECT , AND YET IT CANNOT HAVE FOR 

its object a smgk gross object, as there 
is incompatibility between gioss- 
ness and one-ness — ( 591 - 592 ) 


w.u.\us.viAKY 

‘ Thcse ’—1 0 Of the Atoms 

“■ * ■- <■» <« "> o. 

of tiw fact that the Blue min d *7” ** * nother cannot be th ° cause— 
because the certnintj* regard ^ IS not perceived as belonging to the Atoms , 

instance, the upholder oftlin^ T ^ ^ “* £r ° m ° ther £0OTCes For 

bo devoid of an obit f ! IfT , ?"“ g ’ ““ ,ot hold a Co g"'bon to 
tbe viea of pure • Idthl - * ttan 1US '™" ld to be 

tbo r the ° bject5 ° { 

composed of the 
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o{ fhcse two form-, it cannot bo one, a? that would bo incompatible with 
1’orcopLion — (JOl-.'/lZ) 

Qm limit — “ What is that 4 ineompatibihti (with Perception) * " 
•JlWKYT — 


TEXT.S 093-jOf) 

It* Titr gross ojiji ct wi hi: or the nature or one only, then on even 
r,tttT 01 it uni vc co\ i ki u nr the little leg or a elei, all 
or it \\ 010 , 1 } nr cow cot lki d, without any distinction , 

— AND ON ONL PART Or IT 11EINO REDDENED, ALL 
01 IT WOULD III COME COLOURED RED. — Oil, ON 
THE CONTRARY, THE PRESENCE OF INCOTI- 
PATIRLE PROPERTIES WOULD INDICATE 

multiplicity — (593-394) 


COMMENTARY. 

If tho gross object woro one, then Oio covering of one part of it would 
moan the covering of nil of it, and the colouring of one part would mean 
the colouung of all , as, according to your view, there would be no difference 
between tlio covered and uncovered parts, or between the coloured and tin- 
coloitrcd parts. And yet it is not possible for any single object to be pass 
ossed of contradictory properties.-as that would lead to absurdities. Thus 
tho whole universe would become a single substance , and this would involve 
nil the anomalies of simultaneous production oj things and the rest As a 
matter of fact too, the covering of one part is not seen to lead to the 
covering of all. Thus the said view is clearly incompatible with perceived 

fa0tS it is incompatible with Inference also For instance, that whiohis 

— artess zr s=v 

P ,v»« s™ — 

<not covorod , hence — The contingency of the whole 

u» — 

universe becoming one would be an ^ ® ren 

[of the said one n w °£ the S' 039 object] —(593-594) 

Udiyolalara has argued as t 0 ^t ^n 

»ny on* thing, the term * * — ^Jwlwreef all (eomO of it could 
there ho tho use of the term all , on 

130 S< ^ u g 0 | obje'ction'vs^expounded m the following 
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TEXT (595) 

“ Inasmuch as the object is of one uniform character, to what 
would the use of the term ‘ sat la ’ (‘ all ’) be due ? 
Because that term denotes more than one 
individual thing WHILE the Composite IS 
NOT OF THE NATURE OF MANY IN- 
DIVIDUALS ” — (595) 

COMMENTARY 

“ As a matter of fact, the term ‘ all ’ denotes many — more than one — 
tilings , while the Composite is not many , how thon can the term ‘ all ’ he 
used in reference to it — in such an assertion as ' all of it would become 
covered’ 5 " — (595) 

Tins argument is ansu ered m the following — 


TEXTS (596-598) 

It IS ONLY SUCH THINGS AS ARE WELL KNOWN IN THE WORLD, SUCH AS 

Cloth, Body, Mountain and so forth, — that have been mentioned 
by you as ' Composites 1 , — and as a matter of fact, all men 

MAKE USE OF SUCH EXPRESSIONS AS * THE CLOTH IS RED— -ALL OF IT 

—WHOLE OF IT — IN ITS TOTALITY COMPLETELY ENTIRELY ON 

THE BASIS OF THEIR WHIM — THUS THE USE OF VERBAL EXPRES- 
SIONS REING DEPENDENT UPON THE WHIM OF THE SPEAKER, 

WE ALSO MAKE USE OF THE EXPRESSION * all OF THE 
OBJECT WOULD BE REDDENED ’ , BECAUSE THERE 
CAN BE NO CHECK UPON SPEAKERS — (596-59S) 


COMMENTARY 

-that W 1S E the ' V ® 1I ; knW ™ tilings, like the Cloth, the Body and so forth, 
thole th i,° en PUt 0r,Vard by *°» 08 * composites ’ , and m regard to all 
IT n oT SUOh tCrmS “ * 0n ° ’ ‘ ’ - a!so well known , 

0 fmm f Sa " n S <a » *ta eloth has been coloured’ and so 

of ! T Wlum ° £ s Po« k om,-Mhen there is a dcs.ro to speak 

77 hk ° the Cl0th -P ,oce " a larger sjace, 

for Dm ’ 4 basis of the ordinary notion moke use of the mid expression 

purpose of bringing out the incongruity involved in vour view. 

Object as “ PP “ t0 >° UrSe,f ’ S-d the gross 

o»c-( 59C-59S) * ,se " e do n0t *«“*«» ««°» object to he 

us e.thw, liecauoe^faccorD b ° .mged— ' “ The sa.d criticism cannot apply to 
( ccordmg to us) the application of the name * Cloth ’ to its 
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component varns is only indirect, figurative, based upon their being its 
cause , so that the use of terms like ‘ all ’ would be all right ” 

The answer to tins is provided m the following — 

TEXT (599) 

Ip the name be said to be fic.vrative (ixdirect), then there should 

BE DIFFERENCE IX NUJIBER THERE IS ALSO NO DIFFERENCE 
IN THE COGNITION, WHICH IS ADMITTED BY BOTH 
(THOUGH DIRECTLY AND INDIRECTLY) — (599) 

COMMENTARY 

If it is as vou say, then there should be ‘ difference in number ’ , i r 
m all eases, the Plural number should be used — * all Cloths are colonrcd ’ , 
you do not. consider it right to use the Singular number m regard to tilings 
that are many 

It might be argued that — “ when the term ‘ Cloth ’ is used in regard to 
the component sarns, it is in accordance with the number of the composite 
object, which term ‘Cloth’ therefore does not abandon the gender and 
number of w hat is denoted by it ” 

But tins also cannot be right , this is what is shown in the second line— 

« There is also no difference, etc etc ' , if the applying of the name ‘ Cloth > 
,s figurative (indirect), then the distinction between the cognition of w hat is 
(Jwedtond what is indirect would be only a halting one , because as a matter of 
fact, thera is no difference For instance, when the expression « i usn 3 as i ill 
of the cloth is coloured % the idea that it produces is not that what is 

of the Cognition, is not present ,n yarns and tho Cloth, 

‘ indirect ’ , i e different colours are n Colour Taste, and other things , 

Inf^rriVof ZtoHre not found to 'bo different, they cannot 
be regarded as direct and indirect — (o99) 

The following Text introduces the answer gnon 1» Sha, d.arau chnin 

TEXT (600) 

PmCTTINCnON IS NOT ALL-EMBRACING in its OHARACTrn, 

“INASMUCH AS CONJUNCT!^ I ^ ^ THE CLOTH, NOR 

M THE MW -UND TO BE COVERED ”-(000, 

COMMENTARY 

del": 
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as the red dye, saffron and. so forth , and Conjunction is a quality that is not 
nll-nnbracu\n , hence when one (part) is coloured, tlie whole does not become 
coloured — Similarlj r when one part of the body is covered by the Clotli, the 
whole body does not become covered — (600) 

The follow mg Teai shows that this explanation is not right — 


TEXTS (601-002) 

When the Substance has no parts, what roRii would be there 

THAT WOULD "SOT BE EMBRACED (BY THE CONJUNCTION) 7 If SUCH ATS 
(or EMBRACED) FORM OF THE SUBSTANCE REMAINED THERE, 
THEN DIVERSITY BECOMES ESTABLISHED — EXISTENCE IV 
SEVERAL PLACES IS SOT POSSIBLE FOR IVY SINGLE 
OBJECT HENCE IT BECOMES ESTABLISHED. THAT 
THINGS LIKE THE CLOTH ARE DIFFERENT 
IS FORM FROM THE ATOMS (COMPOSES!! 

THEM) (601-602) 


COMMENTARY 


If the Cloth is a single substance, then m such an mipartite substance, 
what is it that would not he embraced by the Red Colour, by virtue of which 
the contact of the colour would be not-pervaswc 7 If it is admitted that there 
is something left unpervaded by tho colour then that alone suffices to establish 
difference between the two parts,— as it would be impossible for the mutuaUy 
contradictory penaded and un pervaded parts to belong to one and tho same 
tiling Nor would it be possible to explain that one part— the one covered 
bv the Colour,— is larger than the other , because the thing lias no parts Othei - 
wise, os all such diverse tilings ns Water, Animal, Elephant and the like 
would be equally one onlv, there would be no difference among them and 
lence there could be no such differentiation as that between * large ’ and 
small 9 


; Th ! dlfTercnco ' vo " ,d bo to the one being made up of a larger 

number of component parts than the other ” 

numbers* 'ml Th ' PartS themselves . appearing in larger or smaller 
numbers, may be the bas.s of the notions of ‘gross’ and ‘ subtle ’, -what 

stiecmlliTvl, 0 r tU 'r mS ” 1 oom P oslte ’ made up of those components, 
, on lose latter have not been found to be effectn e at all ? 

ennmon™+ rWU r ° f f ? Ct ' eVen wheu theic nre ln rge ond small number of 

comno-ites o' * ', n tIlat cnn,1 °t constitute a difference among the 

no basis for'dtT'^’ “* tIWSe fatter ar<? “ n P artrte > so that there can be 

Mere held to 1 f° Kntmtlon ulto ‘g™**’ anA 'mibtle If the difference 

‘Irat would baSed UP ° a th ° larger ancl <smaIler number of components. 

th<> aA ~ ° f as the not, on oi 

mean that the Atom T" apphcablp to tW •''io’m; and that would 

grou or subtle 'ho" 1 ” *' e °” T Cnt,tV ’ uotIuug a ' 1art {rom the Atom, either 
sll °Uo, being perceived at all 
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AuWaiwo ~lhL i 'l^ T f 1 06S n0t PSrVad6 °™ r *» (whole) of the 
. , t caanot ho r ‘&>t ; became it has been hold that the terra 

O ) cannot apply to the substance -If lt m6ans thot - Con “ 

<sU only m n part of its substratum ".-that also cannot be right , as there 

b ° ™ ]wvt 01 ,b — It mn y bo sold that wliat is moant is that “ ,t subsists 
m a component malting tip the substance- ,-if that base, then, maBmmTas 

. , ‘" <5 b0e, 1 l Ot,,m,rot! aro ° a, y tlir > components (where alone the contact 

f too Die subsists), tho colour of tho composite would not be red at all 
SO (hat "hat should bo porco.vcd should bo coloured and not-cotoumi, at one 
mid t ho same time -Further, what is called ’ the component making up the 
substance if that is of tho same form as tJio composite itself,— then the 
Conjunction that would subsist there would also subsist only m a part of that 
eomponont (ns Conjunction is non-penanve, ex hypolhesi) , so that the objec- 
tion Mould bo equally applicable to this also— If, on tho other hand, the 
( omponont bo hold to bo of tho Conn of the Atom, then, inasmuch as Atoms 


me boyond tho roach of tho senses, tho Conjunction subsisting therein would 
alio ho hot ond tho reach of tho senses , so that there could be no perception 
of tho Rod colour at all 


Tho Opponent might argue thus — “ Pervasion is the namB given to that 
character whereby tile shape of the finger is perceived only on the perception 
of tho whole finger, hence when Conjunction is said to be not-permsive, 
w hat is mount is that m its case it is not that it is perceived only on tho 
perception of its substratum ”, 

This is not right As a matter of fact. Conjunction is never perceived 
U hilo its substratum is not perceived , e g the Conjunction between the Jar 
and tho Ghost (which is not perceived because the Ghost is not seen) Thus 
then, under this explanation, tho colour also would not be perceived, it 
should be regarded to be porcoptible only when its substratum is perceived , 
and hence that also would be peraisiee m character 

Says the Opponent — “ Even when the substance inhering (subsisting) 
in the other un-coloured, components is perceived, there is no perception of 
the colour, winch consists m Conjunction , hence even when its substratum 
(m tho form of the substance) is perceived, the Conjunction is not perceived 
[and tins is what makes it non-pervasive in character] ” 

Tlus is not right In tlus way, there being only one substance inhering 
m components some of which are coloured and some un-coloured,— even 
though a component might be coloured, the Colour would be not-peroeived 
(m the Thing) through that perception of colour , because even though tho 
substratum would he perceptible, the colour would bo imperceptible Nor is 
there any other way of perceiving the Conjunction, except the perception of 


its substratum 

Fiom all tlus it follows thot there is no ' object ’ winch is of one form 
Fvon when of various forms,— on the strength of being itself,— the difference 
» the form of the aggregation of Atoms , specially as the number 

of possible components can never be one 

Thus it is proved that the Jar and such thrngs exist only m the form 
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Atoms, and hence the Bine and the rest form fc ^ ha P B * - " ’ 
being no other 1 single object posable — <601-602) 

It has been argued above (onder Text 562) that “ there could be no such 
word as Atom ” 

The following Text supphes tlie answer to this 


TEXT (603) 

It IS ORLY PEOPLE WHO HAVE ROT UNDERSTOOD THE REAR NATURE OF 
THINGS THAT CONCEIVE OF ' ONE VIMS ’ , AND IT IS ON THE BASIS 
OF THIS ASSUMPTION THAT THE TERM ' ATOM ’ IS 

USED — (603) 

COMMENTARY 

‘ It w on the basis, etc , etc i e these people are dependent upon the 
slight thread of the said assumption — (603) 

Another answer is supplied m the following — 


TEXT (601) 

Or, the name * Atom as applied to what has been described, 

MAY BE TAKEN AS BASELESS, DEPENDENT UPON MERE CONVEN- 
TION ; JUST AS THE NAME ‘ LORD ’ IS APPLIED TO 
ONE WHO HAS NO PROPERTY AT ALL — (601) 

COMMENTARY. 

As applied , etc etc i e to what is unpartite, and has no resistance. 
Just as even the poor man is praised as ' the Lord whore the name ' lord * 
is applied without any basis, on the strength of -mere convention or custom, — 
so also is the use of the name ‘ Atom ’. So that there is no incongruity at 
all — (601) 

It has thus been established in a general way that there can be no single 
tnoss su stance, either made up, or not made up, of component parts The 

, , ,° r P 1,006 ®^ h> point out the weak points in the notion of that 

of winch the composite is held to be made up .— 

TEXTS (605-606) 

^ ~ C . K . THn ' GS As Yarns and the Hand and other Limbs 

C IN NOT BE PERMEATED BY ANY SINGLE * COMPOSITE BECAUSE 

THE1 ARE MORE THAN ONE, — LIKE SUCH WELL-KNOWN 

things as Straw, Hut and Jab 
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Ob (B) — The substance in question cannot subsist in several 

COMPONENTS, — BECAUSE IT IS ONE,— LIKE THE ATOM — And (C) 

Impossibility op subsistence would be the proof 

ANNULLING THE OTHER PARTY’S PROPOSITION 

-(605-606) 

COMMENTARY 

The arguments are to he formulated as follows — 

(A) That which is diverse cannot he permeated by a single substance, — 
e g the Jar, the Hut and many other things whioh are many are not per- 
meated by any single substance , — the components m question, such as 
the yarns, the Hand and other Limbs of the hody and so forth, are diverse ; — 
lienee there is found m these a character which is contrary to the larger term 
of the Opponent’s proposition (1 e to the components being permeated bv 
the single composite) 

Or, (B) What is one must subsist in a single substance,— like the smgle 
Atom, — and the substance called ‘composite’ is one hence there is 
found a character incompatible with the larger predicate of the Opponent’s 
proposition — This is an argument m the form of a reductio ad absurdtim 

(0) In support of both the above arguments, the author adduces a 
proof annulling the contrary of the Buddhist’s conclusion—' Impossibility of 
subsistence, etc etc ’,-ie the fact that the subsistence of the compos, tom 
the components cannot be explained on the basis of any means rf Bight 
Cognition serves to annul the conclusion (of the other party) -(605-606) 

Question — “ Why should there be tins impossibility ? ” 

Answer — 

TEXTS (607-608) 

OF the Composite subsisted in the Components] it s ™ SIST 

[ in one Component, either exactly in the 

subsists IN another Component or in some other form 

No THIRD WAY IS POSSIBLE -IT IS EOT POSSIBLE FOR 
IT TO SUBSIST IN ONE EXACTLY IN THE FORM - 
WHICH IT SUBSISTS IN ANOTHER , BECAUSE IT 
IS ALREADY EMBRACED WITHIN ITS FOLD 
BY THE LATTER IP IT WERE NOT 
SO, THEN IT WOULD NOT BE SUB- 
SISTING IN THAT EITHER 

(607-608) 

COMMENTARY 

«... - 

components— m one form, -is it m -There are only these two 

Z Its components • Or m - " can be no other alternatuo 

alternatives possible, m a ® " after —The former alterant no canno 

than the tog being one or the 
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accepted , as it is entirely tL other component at 

how can it have any oppo sa h SJ sted at the «omc time m the ot icr 

the same tuns ’ Otherwise, su lj,,st«l m the tint component m 

component also thro it cou ” fom m ,, v UicU it could subsist m the 
its entirety It ran have no noi , be regarded ns 

other component also; because m that case, 

‘one’— (807-1108) 

The following Text formulates the argument - 

TEXT (609) 

JtTST AS THE Bm- DOES SOT OCCUPY THE IAF OT A SECOND SERSE - 

SO A SUBSTANCE EMBRACED IS ONE COEDD SOT SUBSIST IS 

ANOTHER (OCnONffXKT) — (600) 

C03BIENTARY 

The argument mar be formulated as follows —When a thing is embraced 
fey one thing, it cannot subsist m another flung at the same time,— eg 
when a babv is oconpvmg the lap of one nurse, it cannot oecupv the lap 
of another nurse ,— the substance (composite) is embraced bv one compo- 
nent, -and thus there is perceived a character which is contrary to your 
conclusion 

1 The sntslancc could not subsist tn another ' , —this states the first con- 
clusion of the argument — (609) 

The Author next states the argument m support of the contrary of the 
Opponent’s conclusion, which is thus annulled bv it — 


TEXTS (610-611) 

If the Composite essentially related to one component subsisted 
IN SOKE OTHER COMPONENT OCCUPYING A PLACE OTHER THAN THAT 
OP THE SAID COMPONENT, — THEN IT WOULD MEAN THAT THE TWO 
COMPONENTS OCCUPY THE SAME PLACE AND ARE ESSENTIALLY 
ONE AND THE SAME, BECAUSE THEY ARE NOT DIFFERENTIATED — 

If, on the other hand, the Composite subsisted in the 
OTHER COMPONENT IN ANOTHER FORM, — THEN AS OCCUPYING 
TWO PLACES, THE COMPOSITE COULD NOT BE OltC 
SPECIALLY AS DIFFERENCE IN FORM (AND CHARACTER) 

MUST CONSTITUTE DIFFERENCE IN THE THING 
ITSELF —(610-611) 

COMMENTARY 

If the composite substance, winch has its form and character connected 
with one Component, subsisted in another Component which occupies another 
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point in space,— then the components m question would h-uo to be rrnn> ■! 
as occupying the same pent m space, cluch could mem that the no 
essentially one and the same, being of the some nature 
“ Why so ' ” 

Because they are not Afferent, aid —because tl.ci exist mthoiit Jv. . 
differentiated from one another — Othenw-e,— if thei om-ic.I m j), ' r 
differentiated forms,— th< i could not oei up\ (he same point m lpw » 

If the second attenuuivc v- accepted — i c the Compose Mib-ots „ t ,h . 
second component m a different form, — then it means that oar thing suh i-t 
in soieral components — -\ihich could be inntlitn -'-iblo because, ns a ma*ter 
of fact c hen one tiling differs from another m its nnture, it must In differ.' it 
from this latter, as difference m tlungs is always of the nature of thfferrniv 
in their character (mid form! — (030 013) 


Uddyotahara }ias argued as follow « — '‘.111 tlinr the ns »-iion ‘Tim 
Composite subsists in the components ’ does is to mention tv o object n » 
of chich is the substratum (container) and another the rafts ■"'•or (the <»n. 
tamed), clucli means, that the latter becomes the »«/<«< «'rrf, — tie ’ sub" •• 
tenee ’ being of the nnture of the contact cnlled 1 InliTetie. * " — 
(Nyayaiarhla, 2 J 32, page 217, lane 4. etc ) 

The answer to this is provided m the following — 
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TEXT (613) 

Ob again, if it (the Composite) subsists (in the Component) in its 

ENTIRETY, THEN IT BECOMES LIABLE TO BEING REGARDED AS 

many, as for its subsistence in port, that is not 

•WHAT IS WCT.n (BY THE OTHER PARTY) , AND 

the Composite would (is that case) 

~SOTl BE one , A^D XT WOULD NOT 
SUBSIST A^UWHEKE AT 

ALL — (613) 

OO^EMESTARY 

When the substance (Composite) subsists m it® components, — does it 
subsist an each one of them in its entirety 1 or m part '! 

if in its entirely, then the entire form of the Composite should be as 
many as there ate components Unless it had the same form m each com- 
ponent, it could not be present in each component in its entirely , as there 
can be no subsistence except m a form that is fully recognised. Such being 
the case, if the Composite subsisted m each component simultaneously m 
its entire form, then it would have to he regarded as many, several , just like 
the Lotuses blooming m several ponds 

If the other new be held, that it is in pari that the Composite subsists 
in each component, then there would be an infinity of such 1 parts ’ of the 
Composite For instance, those of its parts m which this Composite subsist® 
m each of its components would themselves be its * parts m which also 
the Composite would subsist in part , and so on and on ad infinitum 

It might he argued that — “ Those of its parts through which the Com- 
posite subsists m the Components are all its own jorms, and not different 
things ; as apart from the Composite itself, there can be no parts of its own. 
Hence there can be no such infinite regress.” 

The answer to this is as follows i — 1 The Composite would not be one (in 
that case ) ’ j— i a if such were the case, then, the Composite would not be 
one only , as it is only a conglomeration of the components — (and these 
latter are many) j and under the circumstances, the thing (man) may be 
regarded as consisting only of such of his limbs. Hand and the rest, as 
are actually seen ; what use then would there be of assuming any others ? 

The Author points out another defect m the Opponent's theory . — 
‘ And it would not subsist anywhere at all ’ ; the term ‘ vrttah syat ' would 
subsist has to be supplied. What is meant is as follows — If each of the 
Composites present m each of the components had occupied the same point 
in space, then alone could the Composite be subsistent in the Component , 
as a matter of fact, however, each of the Composites does not occupy the 
same point m space , because if they did subsist m each of the Components, 
then they could not occupy the same point m space ; specially as there is no 
other 1 Composite ’ of the same form. How then could it be said to be 
subsistent m the Components 1 — (613) 

In the following Texts, the author sets forth the answer made by 
v:/.ani arasramm — 
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TEXTS (6 14-61 S) 

Whenever a reason is adduced,— either directly or et the 
i-okm of a Bedndio ad Absurd mu, — it becomes tbdlt applicable only 

WHEN IT IS IToELF APPREHENDED — NOT OTHERWISE — -As A MATTER OF 
FACT, SUBSISTENCE EITHER 1 71 llhoh OR I n part HAS NEVER BEEN PEB- 
CEIVED (BA* YOU BUDDHISTS), — ON THE BASIS OF THE MPOSSIBILm* 
OF WHICH IN THE SUBSTANCE, THE SUBSTANCE COULD BE HELD TO 
BE NON-EXISTENT, OR SOMETHING ELSE — If, ON THE OTHER HAND, 
SUCH SUBSISTENCE HAS BEEN PEBCEIVED BY YOU ANYWHERE, THEN IT 
CANNOT BE DENIED IN THE CASE OF THE SUBSTANCE AND SUCH THINCS — 
IF THE SAID SUBSISTENCE HAS NOT BEEN PERCEIVED, THEN THE QUES- 
TION DOES NOT ARISE REGARDING THE DISTINCTION ALL THAT COULD 
EE ASSERTED WOULD BE THAT ‘ THE SUBSISTENCE IS NOT THERE AND 
THIS WOULD NOT BE BIGHT , AS IT IS SOMETHING DIRECTLY PEBCEIVED , 
AS IS CLEAR IN SUCH NOTIONS AS THIS SllbsiSlS HEBE . — IF IT BE HELD 
THAT ‘ THE FACT OF THIS BEING DIRECT PERCEPTION K NOT ADMITTED , 
THEN SOME ANNULLING REASONING SHOULD BE PUT FOBWAPD OTHER- 
WISE, EVEN SUCH COGNITIONS AS THOSE OF COLOUR AND SUCH THINGS MIGHT 
CEASE TO BE OF TEE NATURE OF PERCEPTION (G14-bl8) 


COMMEXTABV, 

_ . ** Whenever a Benson is adduced, — 

beroine5 appIlc . 

either ctoetly or in wou]d bc to thc charg0 

able only when it is tseh I* 1 ** 1 ™*’ have not anywhere per- 

of being * unproven .-As amatieroi « J ^ ^ ^ part, -hence 

ceived the subsistence o any g t does not behove you to 

O^werepo,^ 

•*» 

If such subsisted* f* ’ etc which, therefore, cannot bo 

be the same in the case ot the ^ ^ ^ perceived, then there 

denied — If, however, e - ' . dji fincfion — as to whether the 

does not arise any question reg^ n ^ only when the object itself 
subsistence is in entirety ******* denied in regard to it When however 
has been admitted that & b etter to deny the object lurijr- 

tto object ifeeh is B0t a ^ r ^ t he form that * there is no subsistence ,- 

-- ia th0 Mf,M 

'^iTom-T-s-Clotb-subMsis in regarded as Perception 

"“‘"ht be argued that tins notion cannot be g 
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" In that case, it behoves you to put forward some reasoning in aQ ™ ta6Ilt 
of tils said notion , whereby its perceptional character could be rejected I, 
rnr-Jee of such annulling Reason, the notion be not accepted 
8 s 'Perception 1 , then, your cognition of even such things as colour and tl 
Uke would P not be Perception , as there can be no difference between the two 
es ”—(814-618) 

The Author answers the above in the following 


TEXT (619). 

TSM ‘ THE SUBSISTENCE IS NOT THEBE ’ HAS ALREADY BEEN ESTABLISHED 
•ABOVE, IN A GENERAL WAY As FOR THE NOTION THAT 
‘ IT SUBSISTS HEREIN THERE IS NO SUCH COGNITION 
AT ALL , AS THIS EXACT FORM DOES NOT APPEAR 
IN ANY COGNITION — (619) 


COMMENTARY. 

Under Text 607 — the subsistence of one thing in several tilings has 
already been rejected above m a general wav 

As regards the assertion that “ the notion that this subsists herein is 
vouched for by Perception ", — this also is something out of the common , 
because, as a matter of fact, among people, no such notion as 1 the Oow 
subsists in this Horn ’, or that ‘ the Cloth subsists in the yams \ — ever 
appears even m men's imagination , the notion that appears is that ‘ the 
Horn is m the Oow ’, ‘ the yarns are in the Olotb 1 — Nor m any Perception 
does the Cloth ever appear as something different from the yarns , and unless 
the two were distinguished, there could be no such notion as that * this 
subsists m that 1 Por instance, until discriminating persons have actually 
perceived the water os something distinct from the Pond, they do not have 
any such notion as ‘ there is Water in the Pond ’ —(619) 

It has been argued (under Text 635 above) that “subsistence either in 
entirety or m part has not been perceived by you, etc etc ” — T his is answered 
in the following — 

TEXTS (620-621). 

What is meant by (the question containing) the terms * in entirety ’ 

AND 'nr part’ is — DOES the substance subsist as an 
BIPARTITE WHOLE, —IN THE WAY IN WHICH THE BlLVA- 
ERUIT LIES IN A DISH ? .OR DOES IT SUBSIST IN SOME 
OTHER WAY — AS A CERTAIN 5ESS0N, Chaitra, DOES 
WHEN LYING DOWN ON SEVERAL SEATS 7 
-(620-621) 

COMMENTARY. 

What is meant by the term ‘ m entirety ’ is — whether the substance 
subsists m all its Components in its impartite form, — as is found m the case 
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of tho Bilva-frait lying in a dish { or in some other way •‘—in the way, for 
instance, m which a person like Ghmtra hes down upon more than one couch 
This is what is meant by subsistence 1 in. part 

This is only by the way 

Uddyolakara has argued as follows [in Nyayavarlila on 2 1 32, page 21G, 
Bib Ind ) — “ Inasmuch as the terms entire and a part cannot be applied 
to one and the same Composite, the question raised — as to whether it subsists 
m its entirety or in part — is an improper one , as a matter of fact, the term 
' entire ’ stands for all, excepting nothing, while the term ‘ a part ’ stands for 
one among several , as such, these two terms cannot be rightly applied to 
any one Composite 

Tlus argument becomes rejected by what has been said in tho Text 
As a matter of fact, in common parlance, the terms whole and t« part aro 
found to be applied to such things as the Foot and the like, in such expressions 
as ‘ Does the whole foot he m the pond, or only m part ? ’—Nor can it bo 
right to say that such use is figurative , because it is never found to fail 
or falter , as has been pointed out before — (620-621) 

So far the four lands of Substance, ending with Air [i o Earth, Water, 
Fire and Air] have been discarded ,— the Substance called ‘ Soul ’ has already 
been discarded m the chapter on Soul ’ , — tho Author next proceeds to 
deny the remaining four kinds of Substance— viz —Alisha, Time, Space 
and Mind , [and to that end, sets forth the arguments whereby the other 
party seeks to establish their existence] — 


TEXT (622). 

- Soiwds must subsist ik soheihihg, -BECAUSE ou their perishability 
akd such other characters; like the Jar, the Lamp- 
flame AKD SUOH THDTGS;— AKD THIS SOMETHIKG 

must be Akasha ” — (622) 


COMMENTARY. 

The existence of the substance called • Alisha' is sought to be proved 
Viv the other party m the following manner 

sense that it is its qua ty Qualities like perishability and pro- 

Those things that are eqmpped with quehto ^ Stratum ’ of sound 

inability, must subsist in ® 0I “ e ’ h rB quisite capacity. Because, 

can only be Alaska, as four substances, -Earth, Water, 

the said sound cannot be * ptible, it is not preceded bv 

Fire and Air.-(o) because, |j^t test as long as tho Substance 

any quality mite CausB, ( > a place other tbnn its substratum , 

-star - - - - — 
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than all this —The qualification * while being perceptible ’ has been added 
with a view to those qualities m the Atom winch are produced by Fire- 
contact — Nor can Sound be a quality of the Soul ,— (o) because it is percep- 
tible by an external sense-organ —(b) becauseitis perceptible by other Souls,— 
(c) because it is perceived as distinct from the ‘ I -notion , while all qualities 
of the Soul, such as pleasure and the rest are otherwise than all tins — 
Sound cannot be a quality of Space, Time and Mmd,— because it is appre- 
hended by the Auditory Organ —Thus, by elimination, Sound can be the 
quality of AIMsha, of which, therefore, it becomes the indicative — Tins 
Alaska, having Sound as its only common Indicative, and having no other 
specific indicatives, must be one , — and as having its qualities perceptible 
everywhere, it must be all-pervading , — and having a quality, and itself 
not subsisting in anything else, it must be a substance , — and as it is not created 
(by any one), it must be permanent " 

Such is the process of reasoning put forward by the other party (in 
proof of Al&sha as a Substance) 

The following Texts sets forth his reasonings in support of Time being a 
Substance — 


TEXTS (623-624) 

“ The notion op Priority , Posteriority and so forth must have for 

rrs BASIS SOMETHING OTHER THAN MOBILE SUBSTANCES USE 

THE SUN, — USE THE NOTION OF THE JAR AND SUCH THINGS, 

— BECAUSE IT IS ENTIRELY DIFFERENT IN CHARACTER 
from the notion OF wrinkles, grey hairs, emaci- 
ation AND SO FORTH , — AND IT IS THIS 
BASIS, CAUSE, WHICH IS HELD TO 

BE ' Time ’ ”—(623-624) 

COJIMENTARY 

“ The term * mobile substances ’ should be taken as standing for 
' wrinkles', etc 

“ Such notion as — ‘ Prior applied to the Father , — ‘ Posterior ’, to the 
Son , simultaneous ’, ‘ for a long tune ’, ‘ soon ‘ is being done ’, ' was 
done ‘ will be done and so forth — all tins notion of Priority and Posteriority, 
etc must be based upon (due to) some substance other than the Sun and other 
mobile substances , — because they are different in character from the notion 
of wrinkles ‘ grey hairs ’ and so forth, — like the notion of the Jar and such 
things and that which is the basis of the said notions must be Time, as that 
alone lias the requisite capacity For instance, the said notion of ‘ Priority ’ 
and * Postenonty ’ cannot be due to Space, — because when the old man is 
standing in space at the hack of tne younger man, he is said to be ‘ posterior ’ , 
and similarly when the Son is standing in space in front of the Father, he 
is said to he ‘prior’. — Nor can the said notion be due to wrinkles, grey 
hairs and such causes , because it is entirely different from the notion of 
these Nor can it bo due to any Action (Movement), — because it is different 
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in character from that also.— To this end is the Sutra (of the Vatehesikas)— 
' Such notions os Prior, Postenor, Simultaneous, for long Time, and Soon 
aro tlio indicatives of Timo 

“ Tho character of boing permanent, one and so forth has to be under- 
stood m regard to Tune in tho same way as in regard to Akdsha ” — (023-624) 

Tho following Texts sot forth tho arguments (of the Opponent) in support 
of * Spare ’ ns a Suhstanco — 


TEXT (625) 

" Smrrr,ARt,v Space is inferred from such notions as ' foe e ’ and 
‘AFT *.”—(625) 


COMMENTARY. 

Taking one corporeal substance ns the starting point, there aro, m regard 
io other corporeal substanoos, the ten notions as— ‘thia is to the East— to 
tho South— to the West— to the North— to the South-East— to the South- 

West, to tho North-West— to the North-East,— above— below— of that’; 

and that upon winch those aro based is Space Says the Sutra That to 
which the notion that Hue is from, that ib due is the indicative of Space , 
bocauso these are peculiar notions,— and peculiar notions cannot appear m a 

haplwnrd manner ;-nor are they dependent upon the corporeal substances 

themselves; as such mutual interdependence would nuDify both, hence 
thoro being no other cause for them, these are regarded as indicates of 
r> nt thjg Space, tho qualities of one-ness, all-pervasiveness and other 

to bo Pto those of 1W.-W - 

1 ,f «_ i» -to** rrr.T "ZJ. 5 

S- .f * -a* 

The indicative of Mind is next stated 


TEXTS (625-626) 

“TO MW «*• — «® ” " 

fhom the Eye and STrcH things 

fact, the oog™s M STOS 


COMMENTARY. 


ijijpiru-w*-' 

Even when the JESto appear one after to 

present at the same time, the cogm 
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othsr ; which shows that there is some other cause — distinct from the object 
and the sense-organ, — the presence and absence of which, leads to the appear- 
ance and non-appearance (respectively) of the cognition Thus from this 
appearance of cognitions, in succession, the inference of "Mind is got at. 
To this effect we have the Sutra — ‘ The fact that cognitions do not appear 
simultaneously indicates the Mind ’. The argument may be formulated 
thus — The Cognition of colour and such things is dependent upon a cause 
other than the Eye and the other organs, — because it appears in succession, — 
like the Chariot and such things — (625-626) 

TVith the following Text proceeds the refutation of the arguments (urged 
above, in favour of the existence of Akasha. Time, Space, and Mind as distinct 
Substances) . — 

TEXT (627) 

INASMUCH AS SOUND IS ALREADY ACCEPTED AS HAVING ITS CAUSE IN' 
THE ‘ GREAT ELEMENTS ’ THAT HAVE BEEN ACKNOWLEDGED (OR 
NOT-ACKNOWLEDGED) — IT IS ALREADY ADMITTED THAT 

Sounds subsist in those elements So that 
the first Reason put forward (for 
the existence of Akasha) cannot 

PROVE (WHAT IT IS MEANT TO 
PROVE) — (627) 


COMMENTARY. 

If it is only the fact of Sounds being subsisted in a general wav m some- 
thing that is sought to be proved,— then the Reason is superfluous {pro vino 
what is already admitted) Because, as a matter of fact. Sounds ore already 

JS S W “? t ’T r oause m the G»at Elements that Rive been acknow- 
ledged (by all parties) and those that have not been so acknowledged - —end 
Sounds are certamlv subs, stent m these elements which are their cause 

■ssz « sr 

( a efu i e m those elements 
* ’ — i e therefore. 

cannot provc l-feTu" T* !l °° e pUt £orward “rider Text 622 it 
o Won Of bem? * ** * b — » * *o rhe 

'cWt, Wh0t IS “! ant be P roved is that Sounds are 
,s oac. incorporeal externa/ Ts’ tha£ swbsistent m a substance which 

can be no ambe „. 

' tbe CharSOter metmt *0 ^ proved ; and to that 
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nxtonf, tho Reason becomes ‘ inconclusive ’ —This is what is .shown m the 
following — 

TEXT (028) 

T m. M/ntrsTENo;; op Sounds in Alaska,— vrsnca is one, alv pervading 
and Hernnl, — cannot he proved (by the reason adduced), — 

IU.CAUSI. IT IS DESOID 01' ‘ POSITIVE CONCOMITANCE ’ 

AMI AESO BECAUSE THERE WOUED BE absence of 
succession AND SO rOIITII , AS ALSO 
universal contact — (028) 


COMMENTARY 

1 -Vn if am ' — 'goes with the preceding lino 

That tho Opponent's conclusion is contrary to Inforonco is shown in 
tho Text by tho words ‘and also because, etc ’ , i o what has been said m tho 
foregoing sonlonco to tho effect that ‘ tho subsistence of sounds is not proved 
is so also because of tho following reason —If tho Sounds wore subsistent m 
tho eternal, onosubstanco, AlMsha,— then hlco tho several Sounds produced at 
tho same timo, ovon Sounds produced at other times would be there at tho 
snmo timo in quostion,— as thoir eauso would bo present there always in its 
perfect condition, and also because they would all bo subsisting m tho same 
substratum j-and it has already boon explained that what ,s eternal cannot 
1,0 dependent upon anything else , nor would it bo right to ^“ r d ‘ha ', S Bub- 
s, stent’ which ,s of no use So that tho appearance of all Sounds would 

C ° aB0 T ta b p°i,r” - forth’ includes tho anomaly of all Sounds being 

heard bv all poisons Because tho Auditory Organ consists of Akasha and 
hoard by all porno organ of all men and hcnco 

that is of another person , « when tho tympanum of 

Tho following argument might purged ^ ^ 

ono lias boon affected by hm form8 tho Auditory Organ 

which is circumscribod y r , „ t nnrooivcd through otlior openmga,— 

Of it would be imp o«t* ^ * J uv0 actl0fl which con ho done 

— w "* * - * *“ 

con tot « jwn lMn yWyyy ih o Jaf, tho Tympanum and ofl 
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to occupy the same pomt m space , because when one thing comes mto 
contact with Alaska m one form, the other thing also comes mto contact 
with it m the some form , so that other Jars and other things also would 
appear at the some place , because these would be m contact with Akasha 
which is in contact with the former thing , — just hire the Jar already existing 
there In this way, all Sounds also would appear at one and the same 
place , and tins would be contrary to the generally accepted notion regarding 
Sounds appearing far off or close by 

These are the difficulties that appear against the Opponent’s theory 
—( 628 ) 

As regards the arguments put forward for proving the existence of 
Time and Space , — these also are generally open to the charge of being 
1 superfluous ’ , and particularly, the Reason is devoid of the necessary con- 
comitance, — and the conclusion is annulled by Inference — This is what is 
shown in the following — 


TEXTS (629-630) 

The notions on ‘ Priority and Posteriority ’ (and on ‘ nore and 

APT ) ARE BASED UPON A CONCEPTION ARISING OUT ON PARTI- 
CULAR CONVENTIONS , THEY ARE NOT DUE TO ‘ TIME ’, NOR 

to ‘Space’ Inasmuch as these are impartite, 

ONE, ‘ PRIORITY ’, 4 POSTERIORITY ’ AND THE 

DIKE ARE NOT POSSIBLE IN THEM In THE 
NOTIONS BE SAID TO BE BASED UPON THE 

things related to them, then 
they themselves become 
useless —(029-630) 


COMMENTARY 

and 'nnV CU?0, ' COme "u 0,1 ®*’~ le tha understanding that the epithets ‘prior’ 
forth -ZTl a 7 £ RPPUed t0 th «8* produced More and after, and so 
T MSeS ° Ut ° f SU0h conv entions, — is the bas,s of 

os the notion rTh Ti ' US 18 that tllere 18 no mutual interdependence ; 
a the other Z1 \ r t,re ’ y Up0n a part ^- convention Thus them 

— thon it is sunorfl S °/ ° Ut t0 pr0V0 onIy that tiie S£ud notions have a cause, 
then it s superfluous (as it ,s adm.tted by all parties) 

then {)) there mtends to P rove that a particular Substance is that cause, 
ns before ] mid m (2) absenoe ° £ ao " a °tmtance, 

trorv to the dcs Jd „ R . eaSOn Is contradictory as it proves what is con- 
Tcx t— ‘ Inasmuch °' lcIus ‘ on this 18 what >-s meant by the words of the 

• “ °‘ cse <"•« impartite 

£ a mJtt ,h€m ° t0 Space and Tune 
‘Priority and Po^^tT, 1 " 4 ? dCSlred to be proved 15 that the notion of 
°mglo substance. Time J /' S ° fOTth 18 baSed upon the uupartite and 
- time arid Space ,— this is not proved (by the Reason 
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adduced). Because a thing becomes the ‘object’ (of cognition) when it 
produces a cognition exactly of the same form as itself , m the case of an 
impartito substance, there cannot be any differentiation betw eon ' fore ' 
and * aft to which the notion of ‘ fore ’ and ' aft ’ could bo due , thus by 
proving the contrary of what is desired to be proved, the Reason bccomos 
' Contradictory ’ 

' If the notions be said to be based, etc etc ' , — This anticipates the answer 
of tho Opponent It might be argued (by the Opponent) that — “ Such 
external and internal tilings as the Lamp and the Body and tho like are related 
to Space and Time, — there is ‘ priority and posteriority ’ among these,— and 
it is this ' priority and posteriority ’ of their relatives that is attributed to 
Space and Time, — hence the Reason is not Contradictory ” 

The answer to this is as follon s — ‘ 1 Then they themseh.es become useless ’ — 
Under the said assumption. Space and Time themsolves uonld bo usoloss , 
as what is meant to be brought about by them will have been brought about 
by tho tlungs related to them For instance. Time is held to bo tho cause 
of such notions as those of the various divisions of pnoxty and posteriority 
as are denoted by the terms * Ksana * Lava 1 Kastha , Kala , 
‘ MvhUrta ’, ' Mm dim ' ArdhamSsa' and so forth (thewious divisions 
of Time) , — and Space is held to be the cause of the notions of East , Rorth 
and so forth ,-and as a matter of fact, all tins divers.* does not belong £ 
Space and Time, it is present in the d.v» ons so that 

assuming of Time and Space is entirely useless -(62 9-630) 


As regards the argument adduced for proving the existence «*««"* 
if tho mere fact of certain notions having a cause in general is meant to 
prldTon rt , superfluous -Tins is what , shown m the following- 


bo 


TEXTS (631-032) 

„ TTvr VTO IS ADMITTED BY US ALSO , T1TAT 
*»> • ™ 

ATELY AFTER THE SIX (COGNITIONS) — l* HOWEVER ® 

Mind is regarded as permanent, then thebe come 

Z ANOMALY OF COGNmONS BEING SIMULTANEOUS , 

THUS THE RE^ON PUT FORWARD BY 
becomes destructive of what 
desired — (G31-632) 

commentary 

, „ tho eternal and one Mind, thon the 

If what is meant to ho prov nn d the Ren^n is 'Con- 

conclusion is one that » ^ words ‘ Jf however, etc etc 

tradictory ’ This is what * shown w)ml lt proves is enlv tl* 

‘ Destructive of what is ’ nn m pcnnanent (Hooting) <*' 

dependence (of ^ ^ ^ otherwise, ,f they 

v - 1 . A, at. 1 net from the tayu » 
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an eternal Cause, as the Cause would always he present m its P^ect form, 
the successive appearance of Cognitions would he incongruous.-(631-032) 

The following Text jokingly confirms the same * contradictory’ character 
of the opponent’s Reason — 

TEXT (6331. 


I think. that the Sutra (Nydya-sdtra 1 1 36) has been composed eor 

TBE PURPOSE 05 PROVING AND DISPROVING THE MlND AS 
POSTDIiATED BY THE Buddha AND THE OTHER PHILOSO- 
PHER (RESPECTIVELY), — AND HENCE IT HAS 
BEEN REPEATED WITH AN ADDI- 
TIONAL ‘a’ (‘not’) — (633) 


COMMENTARY. 


I think as follows . — The Sutra * YugapajjhanndupapattirmamiBO- 
hfigam ’ (‘ The fact that cognitions do not appear simultaneously is — and 
is not — indicative of the Mind’, — Nyaya-sutra 1 1 16) is meant to prose 
the ‘Mind’ as conceived by the Buddha , — and to disprove the same as 
conceived hy the other philosopher j for the latter purpose on additional 
‘o’ (‘not’) being read (before ‘ lingam ’, ‘indicative’) Such is the sense 
of the Text as a whole 

The meaning of the words is now described • — The compound ‘ Saugala 

siddhagl ’ is to be expounded as ‘for the purpose of the proving and 
disproving, respectively, of the Mind, as postulated by the Bavddha and 
the other Philosopher ’ 


How can one and the same Sutra express two mutually 
contradictory meanings ? ” 

Answer — ‘ With an additional a (not) ’ j— that is to say, as applied to 
the view of the other philosopher, the words of the Sutra are to be construed 
as forthe dtsproems-ustdd/w-of the Mmd postulated by the other 

annlicTt/Tiv, t ^ 8 * 0re ' ^ ln 9 am ’) > — and it is different when 

'a' {‘not’) ™ W 01 th ° Buddhlst ’ 111 wlaoh oasa It is without the said 


Question : 


ow can one and the same expression 

ihlo « „ > /» a 


UO WtM*, 


vou uuc it LIU. 

without, the syllable ‘ a ’ (‘ not ’) » ” 

m suBh a oase ’ the repetition th ° 


End of the Chapter on ‘ Substance 



CHAPTER XI 
On * Quality ' as a Oategoiy, 

COMMENTARY 

The Author now proceeds to discard the categories of ’ Quality ’ and 
the rest — 


TEXT (634) 

By the rejection of ‘ Substance ‘ * Quaxht ‘ Action ' and the 

REST, WHICH ARE HEED TO BE SUBSISTENT IN SUBSTANCE, 

ARE BEC03D3 DISCARDED — (634) 


COMMENTARY 

‘Quality’, ‘Action’, ending with 'Specifio Individuality becoino 
rejected by tlie rejection of ‘ Substance ’ , because they subsist in this latter , 
and when the substratum is not there, the ‘ subsistcnts ’, which aro dependent 
upon it, cannot be there 

‘ Held to be, etc ■— i e held to be subsistent, either directly or indirect!! , 
m Substance For instance. Quality and Action ore held to bo directly 
subsistent in Substance , as declared m the Sutra (Fat sWo)— “ Quality 
is subsistent in Substance, devoid of qualities, not the cause of Conjunction or 
Disjunction, mdependent ”, -which is the definition provided of Quality , 
similarly the defimtion of Action provided is-” It subsists m one Substance, is 
devoid of Qualities, the mdependent cause of Conjunctions and Disjunctions _ 
The term ‘ eladravyam ’ in this last Sidra means 1 subsisting m one • 

-Qualities, on the other hand subsist, some of them, m several Substance , 
To Conjunction, Disjunction and the rest The Genus and the Specific 

‘ Substance ’ e in Substance, Quahtj n U ahti/ and tho rest bocomo 

urn, wh» ky »- »«»* “ “r*’” 1 

7".— TJ a. -h. w- *■ «■ -*• 

examination of Substance itself —(034) 

-* n 1 * M '"- ^ 

ceeded with separately ” 

Answer — 
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TEXT (635) 

The ‘Relative’ (wherein the Relation could subsist) having 

BEEN DISCAHDED, WHOSE ‘ SUBSISTENCE’ WOULD IT BE 1 
AND WHERE ® STILL A DETAILED DENIAL OF EACH 
(CATEGORY) IS GOING TO BE SET FORTH — (635) 

COMMENTARY 

‘ Subsistence ’ is described as ‘ inherence of the five categories ' , so 
that when the Substance and other (four) categories— wherein alone the 
said Relation could spbsist, — have been rejected, whose ‘ subsistence ’ would 
it be? and where? That is, of nothing and nowhere. , for the simple reason that 
all that could be the substratum and the subsistenl have been rejected — (635) 

The detailed denial of Qualities is now set forth 

In this connection, the Sutra, ( Vatshesila) is as follows — “ The following 
are the Qualities — Colour, Taste, Odour, Touch, Humber, Dimension, 
Separateness, Conjunction, Disjunction, Priority, Posteriority, Cognitions, 
Pleasure, Pam, Desire, Hatred and Exertion” , the particle ‘ dm \ ‘and’, 
including Gravity, Fluidity, Viscidity, Momentum, Merit and Demerit and 
Sound — Colour is what is apprehended by the Eye, and subsists in Earth, 
Water, and Eire Taste is apprehended by the Gustatory Organ, and sub- 
sists m Earth and Water , — Odour is apprehended by the Olfactory Organ 
and subsists in Earth .—Touch is apprehended by the Tactile Organ, and 
subsists m Earth, Water, Eire and Air ” 

From among these Qualities, the Text sets forth the denial of the first 
tour — Colour and the rest — 


TEXT (636) 

If IN A LARGE SUBSTANCE, THE Blue, colour IS HELD TO BE One ONLY, 
THEN HOW IS IT THAT THERE IS NO MANIFESTATION AND PER- 
CEPTION OF rr WHEN IT IS SEEN IN LIGHT COMING 
THROUGH AN APERTURE ! — (636) 


COMMENTARY 

1 1m I, “T 1 r ® per ‘ :e P tlb,e only when they subsist in a large substance, 
that is why the Text has added the epithet ‘ large ' 

in a wTsfw th0t thB BlW Co!our '- s n I* four forms,— that subsists 
thorn ^ U * Stance 1S one onI 5 r aud without parts, — then, at the time that 

wTthe rrr tet ; on of the Biue coiour as •&**** >» » *** ^^0 

aperture ,n *v a00d , “ * Sm “ Ii room ’ throueh Iam P-'ight coming through an 
Colour sub J f h ° SP,t baraboD or EomB s uch thing,— the whole of the Blue 

Accuse it Ilfs'" 8 *" ' Vh ° le Jar sUould be mamfcsted perceived ; 
nhwl, ii ° PartS ’ “ a sln E le entity cannot have parts, by nrtue of 

which there would be manifestation of one part only 
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Of """* " «—• *- >» — «■ -, y * „ y 

Similarly whon odour m a naif nf +v. w ,1. 

Touching and Tasting of one part should lead t n, S ° *”** fruJts '~ tho 

“■> o'— «■».*.»» » «» i r. .lit r A™r " T °” t 

It might ho urged (by tho Opponent) that “there do come about tbo 
manifestation and porcoption of the entire Blue Colour ? 

Tho Answor to this is as follows — 


TEXT (637) 

Tixk Bute Colo to is not held to exist in well-defined parts 

HENCE WHAT IS MANIFESTED THEN BY THAT (LIGHT) MUST, ON 
THAT ACCOUNT, VARY WITH EACH ATOM —(637) 


COMMENTARY 

‘ Then ’ — at that time 

‘ By (hat ' — by the light coming through the aperture 

‘ What ' — 1 e. tho Blue Colour 

In case it is admitted that the Blue Colour m its entirety vanes with 
each atom, — than that would imply the presence of the Atomic Dimension 
m tho Blue Colour, — -just as m a Substance , which would mean that the 
Blue Colour has a quality (Dimension) ; so that it would have the character 
of * Substance ’ (which alone can have a quality), and not that of 1 Quality ’ 
If things varying like this with each atom, were called * Quality then the 
dispute (between us) would be only in regard to names — When the thing is 
possessed of the Atomic Dimension, it cannot be right to regard it as a 
‘ Quality ’, simply on the ground of its subsisting (m a Substance) , because 
there can be no ‘ subsistence ’ between two things, one of which exists and 
tho other does not , if there were, it would lead to absurdities That is to say, 
in that way, on the gTound that it subsists m the Component substance, the 
Composite Substance would also have to be regarded as a * Quality ’ — (637) 


“ As regards the Quality of ‘ Number it has been defined as ‘ the 
basis of the notions of one and so forth ’ Number subsists m one substance 
and also m several substances , the Number ‘ one ’ subsists m one substance ; 
and the numbers beginning with ‘Two’ subsist in several substances —Of 
the Number subsisting in one substance, the eternalily and the appearances 
should be understood to be like those of the Colour and other qualities 
subsisting in the atoms of Water, etc , while of Number subsisting m several 
substances, the appearance is due to the umt.es associated with the cognition 
of several things , and its destruction (disappearance) follows from the, dis- 
appearance of the unitary conception , and m some cases, the d.sappoomnee 
“also due to the destruction of the substratum -Number of both those 
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' f 0 \ZZ 27 L Mr is set forth in the fol«- 


TEXX (638) 

•Hum'. ™ IS HELD TO RE ™™*> “If “ 

Goesmos AS ANYTHING DISTINCT MWJI SUCH NAMES 
' THE ELEFKANT ETC WHICH CONNOTE ‘ NEGATION OF 
THE CONTRARY ’ , HENCE TT MUST BE NON- 
_«53Si 


OOJUIENTAHY 

Such names as ‘ elephant ’ are applied to the animals as being the nega- 
tion of what is not-elephant, — such things as the Aggregate and the bko;~ 
apart from such names, there is no such thing as ‘ Number ’ -which is per- 
ceptible , hence it mast be non-eaasieni, like the ' Hare's Horns’. And yet 
it has been held (by the other party) to be perceptible , as declared m the 
following Sutra — " Number, Dimension, Separateness, Conjunction, Disjunct- 
ion, Priority, Posteriority, — as subsisting in coloured things, — are perceptible 
by the Eye — (638) 

The following Tatis show that the existence of ' Number ’ is not proved 
by the Cognition of specific individualities . — 


TEXTS (639-640) 

As in Cognition, so in things uke the Jar also, the notion of 
one’ and the best is one that follows only fboji an 
imaginary convention set tre by a mere ivhim — 

There can be no differentiating Number in 
these (Cognitions), because they are not 
Substance ' — Nob can the notion be said 

TO BE ' FIGURATIVE AS IT IS NOT FOUND 
TO BE FALLIBLE —(639-640) 


WAUUiUAY X iATV A 


forth^r^ n ° tl0aS w ‘two cognitions’ and so 

no surh v , C>1 tha ncter ' 3 oS one ’ lm> ’ ete » appear even though there are 
in the ^SaT^ ly r 5ent tm thB ‘he same manner, 

the nct.cn of J ? * * T ttcco “f m8,i h * aa ^>ig else, there ,s 
eonv ention that hnA ’, atld " mSt haVB ,ts souro ® m the unagmary 

* tha 
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That m Cognitions, no Number exists follows from tlie fact that 
Cognitions are not Substance, wlule Number is a Quality and as such must 
subsist m a Substance 

It might be argued that “in the case of Cognition, the said notion 
may be regarded as figurative , — tlie sen go being that ‘Cognition is as if it 
were one’, — and the absence of companion may be taken ns the similarity 
on which the figurative expression is based ** 

The answer to this is as follows — 'Nor can the notion, etc , etc * , — that 
is, the notion m question cannot be rightly held to be figurative , ns it is not 
found to he fallible Such figurative expressions as ‘ the Ploughman is an 
ox * mean that 1 the man is as if it were an ox and not that he ?s ‘ an ox 
itself ’ — as he does not have the dewlap and other distinguishing features of 
the ox there is no such failure (negation) m the case in question, — tho 
notion being that * the cognition is one \ not that ‘ it is as if it were one , 
as a matter of fact, the notion in regard to the Cognitions is just ns infallible 
as that mi regard to the Jar and such things — (639 C40) 

Tho Opponent may urge the following — “ The notion is described ns 
‘figurative not on the basis of similarity ’.—but what is meant is that tbo 
notion of * one etc in regard to Quality, Action, Subsistence and so forth is 
based on the ground that these subsist m the same substratum ns tho one 
ness etc subsisting in the Substance that forms thoir own substratum 
This is the explanation anticipated and set forth in the following — 


TEXT (641) 

“The notion of one nr bboard to Cognitions is assumed on the 

BASIS OF THE OM-UeSS SUBSISTING IN THAT SAME SUBSTANCE, 

ON ACCOUNT OF THEIR SUBSISTING Dr THE SAME 
THING”.— IF THIS IS ASSERTED [then the 
answer is as in the following Text] (641) 
COMMENTARY 

The answer to the above is provided in the following— 

TEXTS (642-643) 

< < w.v SUBSIST IN THE ONE COGNITION , BUT ON 

The Number * one may subsistin' th w 

< qttt Categories and the rest 

Too « m ',,»»»» » ™ 

0«. «II ■> “» ,u ”; , “ ' 

bee-use the notion of Fibe i- 
■regard to the Boy (642-043) 

COMMENTARY 
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res t, — an which case the notion of ‘ one ’ 15 due to their subsisting in the 
same substance * Soul ’ (which is one) , — but what would the basis of such 
notions as ‘ two cognitions ‘ three Cognitions ’ and the like 7 Certainly 
duality, etc do not subsist in the Soul (m which the Cognition subsists) 

The assertion too that is made, — such as * Six Categories ’ ‘ the two, 
Pleasure and Pain ’, ‘ the two. Desire and Hatred ‘ Five lands of Action 
* Two kinds of Genus, the Higher and the Lower ’, ‘ One Being ‘ One Sub- 
sistence ’ and so forth,— what would be the basis for such notions * In these 
cases, there is no Number subsisting m the same thing — So that this assump- 
tion also is not comprehensive enough , hence it cannot he right 

Further, ' Subsistence in the same thing 1 and such other basis, are 
asserted , and yet the notion of such subsistence, even if it appeared, could 
be only figurative, — because there are no other things , and hence the notions 
would be fallible , just like the notion of 1 Fire * in regard to the Boy, where 
there is no real ground for applying the word to him And, yet the notion 
is not fallible So that the objection urged above still remains in force. — 
( 642 - 643 ) 

The following Text anticipates the arguments set forth by Amddhdkarna 
for the proving of the existence of Number — 


TEXT (644). 

“ motion or Number is established on the basis or its being 

DIFFERENT FROM THE NOTION OF THE ‘ ElEFHANT ’ AND OTHER 
THINGS , THE SAID NOTION (OF NUMBER) MUST from 

THINGS OTHER THAN THOSE,— JUST T.TCE the NOTION 
of the * Blue Cloth ’ and the t.tk-e ” (044) 

COMMENTARY 

H ° ® r{ T‘ CS asf ° Uows ~ " The notion °f Number must have a basis other 
“ «h" Elephant, Horse, Chariot and the like, -because it 

: B^ aol' rO “ J ^L n0t,OnS / £ 4116 EIephant ’ etC -~ llke the "<*«» of the 

a tWothl ft T ans ^ Tom 1hm « s > ’.~te it should anse from 

a thing other than the Bal d elephant, etc "—(644) 

The Author answers this argument m the following— 

TEXT (645) 

W 7uch caZ™, T0 BE PE0TOD C0C1D BE ^ BEING DUE to 

SUCH CAUSES AS AN IMAGINARY CONVENTION ARISING FROM MERE 

Z r T S ° F0RTE ™ of * Number ’ 

COGNITION AND OTHER THINGS ALSO MAY BE DUE 
TO THE SAME CAUSE (645) 

COMMENTARY 

m the slwpe P of rt m!°T) the ,; ^ !ephant ’ ° t °' ’ ar ° aIroady ad ™tted (by us also) 

Educed is cntireK fu rft^TT 0 ' 1 “f ^ ^ ’ B ° that tho argument 

> futile (tho conclusion being admitted by us) 
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Tlio term * and so forth ’ is meant to include the Remembrance of 
Convention and such other tilings. 

II liowcvor what you mtond to prove is the fact of the notions m question 
having enusos other than the said Imaginary Convention and the hire, then 
tlio reason adduced is inconclusive Tins is shown by means of a Reductio 
ad Absurdum — ' The existence of Number tn Oogmtion , etc , etc ’ , — ‘ The 
same cause — 1 o tlio fact of being different from the notions (of Elephant, 
etc ) — Wlint is monnt is that tlio ‘ Number ’ involved in such notions as 
* One Cognition 1 Two Cognitions \ ‘ Five Actions would be due to the 
samo Causo , ns lioro too 1 the difference from the said notions ’ is present — 
As a ma ttor of fact the said Number is not due to this circumstance, hence 
tho Reason is Inconclusive — (046) 

Furthor, you have explained that the number ‘ Two ’ which subsists m 
moio than one substance is brought about by several ‘unities’ associated 
with tlio sovoral Cognitions. But as a matter of fact, there can be no basis 
for such an assertion —This is what is shown m the following— 


TEXT (646) 

IP THE ACCOMPLISHMENT OF THE NUMBER BE EXPL™ AS DEPENDENT 
upon Cognitions,— then, why cannot the motion bb 
accepted as due to mere convention <-(646) 

COMMENTARY 

The term 1 mere ’ is meant to exclude such notions as ' one '.‘two 1 and 
Hie term j^e relationship of these 

tho rest, tho genus constituted by . uotlon 0 f ‘two’, ‘three’, 

• Why cannot t ie notion, etc », elc , ^ ^ mmbmd thm g B _ 

• four ’ and so forth, tha app ht about by mere Convention ?— 

Why cannot tlus be accep ^ would not involve the assuming of 

The advantage in this would not'nerceived , for if such causality 

the causality of anything w ose po mfirute number of such ‘ Causes 

wore assumed, then there to postulate the ‘umtery conception’ 

It » far more reasonable therefor P &nd n6gativa con . 

itself as the requisite that . deltlell gettmg at the 

comitance Otherwise it might t d , [not the ffarttaK itself) - 

BaM bring about the movement Uich have been held to 

As a matter of fact too, ^Texduded from the ‘ aggregate ’ and such 
be perceptible apart irom ^ “ they ooro patible , because the existence 

*»* " 

of one in mw v 

going to be denied -(646) 


The followmg Terd, proceeds to deny * Dimension ’ 
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TEXT (647). 

‘ Dimes siom ’ has bees classed as ' Large ‘ Lokg ’ and the l ik e , 
— why cakhot rr be regarded as dde to diversity of forms 
m the Thihg itself * — (647) 

COMMENTARY 

The theory o{ the other Party is as follows • — 

“ Dimension is the basis of all notions of size ; it is of four lands — (1) 
Large, (2) Small, (3) Long, (4) Short — The ‘ Large ’ Dimension again is 
of two kinds — sternal and non-eternal , — the eternal, as also the Largest, 
Dimension subsists in Alaska, Time, Space and Soul , the * non-eternal ’ 
Dimension subsists in the Triad and other substances — Similarly the 1 Small ’ 
Dimension also is of two lands — eternal and non-eternal , — the eternal and 

also the smallest. Dimension, subsists m the Atom and the blind, in the 

shape of the 1 atomic globule * , and the non-eternal Dimension subsists in 
the Diad only ; it is also used in connection with such things as the Pearl, 

the XmafaLx-Fruit, the Bilta-fnnt and the like, which are really 1 large *, - 

but only figuratively, on account of the absence of much * largeness ’ m their 
‘ large dimension ’ , e g the * Large Dimension ’ of the Pearl is not of the 

same degree as that of the Amalaka ; and so on in regard to all things 

Question : — ‘ What is the difference between the Largeness and Length as 
subsisting in the Triad and the Smallness and Shortness subsisting m the 
Diad t ’ Answer : As regards Largeness and Length, there is mutual dis- 
traction; for instance, we come across such varied expressions as ‘from 
among the Large things, hung the Longer one ’, ‘ from among the Long 
things, bnng the larger one’. As regards the distraction between ‘ small - 
theL ” Eh0rtaes3 ’’ lt 13 perceptible only to Mystics who alone see 

. J a r t \ Uy ‘ sch ™ 1 ® tho ‘ Large ' and the rest are held to be something different 
0 0nr and rest .— on the ground that they are apprehended by 

Q£ theS0 latter ’ etc -In 

“ Largeness arc ar tR E ! aS ° a Bdduced 13 ™eant to consist m the fact that 
perceo on of Lr u * u * Sense -P B ^Ption different from the Sense- 
“ d . 8U f thm & ".-then, such a Reason is one that is 

the ‘lZZ nZ i aS a matter ° f svch thrng as 

“L T f r8a and otber Dimension- is never found to appear m any Sense- 

ft b^ 1 h 'm ' ’♦w rt i, fr0m thB C ° Iour ^ 0th6r things as they exist —If then 
n0tl r 0f ‘^ge -d the lie is a 

becomes « tXbh^T from the cognition of Colour, etc ,— then the Reason 
tonwcondil’ ^ W * ! as tbere 13 “thing to ravahdate a 
the objLt of the notira “‘t ° f fa0t ^ 18 n ° thmg that terms 
vcrbalfigLlt 119 ’ “ Y ; 15 held to be - a mere 

turning trarards toe '* l ^ thB sam6 a * aat * seen 

difference betZn tLtTi * desttad to bnng out the 

based upon precnVZl^ ^ flours, -there appears the notion, 

Pon preconceived convention, that it is ■ large And this does no * 
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justify the conviction that it is something altogether different Conse- 
quently thera is nothing apart from Colour, cte \ that could lie regarded ns 
tlie object of that notion , and hence the Reason is one that is 4 unpros on ’ 
The Proposition (or Conclusion) also is contrary to Perception , inns 
much os tlio ‘ large ’ and other dimensions, ninth arc meant to he perceptible, 
are never percened apart from Colour and other thmcs 

Thus then, why cannot the ‘ Dimension ’ of thing' ho rtgnrdetl ns of 
tlio same nature as Colour and tho rest but based on tins difference, turning 
towards a direction different from that towards which other thing-. turn * 
In so doing, the assumption of unseen and unreasonable t lungs is avoided — 
Tins is what is implied by the particle * era ' in tho Text — Thus alien set oral 
Colour, etc arc seen or touched, as turning towards the snme direction 
people come to speak of it ns ‘long ’ , and alien the Colour, etc seen or 
touched are fewer as compared to tho former, the\ sjieak or it ns ‘short 
The same explanation may bo applied to tlio notion of ‘ Largo etc also 
As in tho case of the denial of Colour and other qualities, so hero nl-o. 
the denial of tlio ‘ Large ’ and other dunonsions may be set forth, on the 
basis of the alternatn es— is it one or mnnj J — (GIT) 

Further, inasmuch ns tho Reason adduced is found men where the 
Probandmn (character to be pros ed) is absent, its ‘ mconclusn enoss ’ become! 
all the more pronounced This is shown in tho following 


TEXTS (04S-6IO) 

A Line of Mansions is conceived or as ‘ Linar. ’ ,xsn VT7 so ‘ Djmfs- 

SION ’ COMMENSURATE WITH THI* FORM Or Till. LINE IS ASSUM1 D 
If IT BE SAID THAT IT IS STOKES OF AS SUCH ON THE HAS, 4 , OF 
THE QUALITV SUBSISTING IN THE SAME OI1JFCT (MANSION), 

—THEN THE ANSWER IS THAT Nf ITIII R ' LUU» VI ss 

yon ‘ Length ’ is ever mi ant to hi long 
to Mansions — (6LS Off)) 


COMMENTARY 

_ i, „„ ' Lnrconc=- ' os eoncoised In sou is not jtv " nt,— - 

,n sudi tlungs for instance, os the Line of j)/on'ions— th>“ notion 

,S f °itt!a nofl” nght to a«ert m 

Bouses wherein the c l uol '^ ° th^the Line com 4 . to 1* 4 1'' 1 ' 1 “ ,,H 

strength of tins to ih- Oppon 4 ~ - «™.“ 



Palaces — (C48 G49) 

, .. v, cannot «wh IsnWM" ‘ >' l > ■» *■> “■* " 

Question — ’ ’ » 

Answer — 
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TEXT (650) 

, _ t _ _ Y VOTJ TO BE A ‘ COKGLOJtERATlOK WHICH IS 
^‘TaLy AS SOCK, CAHHQT HAVE M« 

™ » AH OTHER QUAUTY) , Ko* CAH » » 

» txtp * nv it Nob oak be course 

another ‘xot 07 1T ^ mRftN 

BE HAD TO SIGESATIVE EXTBESSIOH — (b50) 

COMMENTARY 

That » to say, you regard the ‘ Palace ’ to be of the nature of Conjunct ton, 
That is i to say, y b d not ft oompQ site substance, as 

Th f. - 1 **f T” 

Ze t!nZ,n , because your doctrine is that Quaht.es cannot res.de in 
Quahtte For the same reason the Palace, which is one quality, cannot 

Lc a *hne’ (or senes), which is another quality the “ 

of Palaces ’ itself would be an absurdity , whence then could it be large 
t " f To explain further-' lane ' (series) is held to be of tbe nature 
of 'Number’ i and Number, as a Quality, can subsist only m a Substance, 
never m a Quality -Even if ‘ line ’ or • senes ’ be regarded as of to nature 
of ft ‘ Composite ’, — even so, to substratum of a Substance must be ft 
Substance, not a Quality ; so tot to Line (a Substance) cannot subsist in 
the Palace (ft Quality)—: If ‘Line’ be held to be of to nature of Genus,— 
even so, as the Genus subsists in its complete form m every one of its com- 
ponent Individuals, even a single Palace could be celled a 1 Line like to 
Tree. This has been thus asserted— ‘ Though to House is a Conglomera- 
tion (Conjunction), how can there be a line of it ? If >t were a genus, then 
even a single Palace might be called a Line — With regard to the Line 
(senes) also, the notion of * Long ’, * Large * and so forth is equally impossible ; 
as in the Palace, of which it is a substratum, the quality of * one-ness * and 
the like is not present; and as regards the Wood and other materials (that 
go to make up the Palace), the intended Length, etc are absent m them 

Then again, when there are several ’ Lines of Palaces ’, it would not he 
possible to have to notion of 1 Line ’ and ' Lme ’ extending over all ; as 
one genua cannot have another genus This has been thus asserted — ‘ Where 
there are several Lines, how can that term he applied t The genus cannot 
have another genus ’. 

Nor can it be right to seek shelter under ‘ figurative expression ’ , as the 
notion of ' largeness ’ is not found to be fallible m. reference to things kke 
the Line , and hence it cannot be regarded as figurative What is not different 
from the direct connotation cannot be regarded as ‘figurative’ ; otherwise 
it would lead to absurdities, This has been thus declared — ‘ The notion of 
Largeness in regard to the Lme, which has been held to be figurative, cannot 
be figurative, as it is the object of a Cognition which is in no way different 
from the direct connotation of the term ',—(650) 

“ There is the notion that ‘ this is separate from that ’ ; and on to 
strength of this notion even a thing tot is in contact with another thing is 
differentiated from it , — and that which is to cause or basis of tins differentia- 
24 
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tion is called ‘ Separateness ’ (a distinct Quality — according to the Kaiyayilas 
This 1 Separateness ’ is something different from the Jar and other things,— 
because it forms the object of a cognition different from the cognition o 
these latter, as in the case dealt with before ” 

Such is the new of the other party (the Naiyayika) Here also, as in 
the case of ‘ Dimension the Season is open to the charge of being ’ Un- 
proven ’ and ‘ Inconclusive ’ — -With this idea w his mind, the Author 
adds the following — 

TEXT (651) 

The motion op ‘ being apart’, which is assumed as being dee to 

THE QUALITY OF ‘ SEPARATENESS ’, — WHT HAS IT EOT BEEN 
HELD TO BEST IK THE VARIOUS THINGS OF DIVERGENT 
CHARACTERS * — ( 651 ) 


COMMEXTAHY. 

That is to say, as a matter of fact, no such thing as ‘ Separateness ' as 
distmct from Colour, etc ever appears in Perception , so that the fact of its 
being cognised by a cognition different from the cognition of Colour, etc 
cannot be admitted Hence inasmuch as, while being perceptible, the 
intended quahty is not perceived, it must be taken to be non-existenl -- 
Hor can it be regarded as proved by the definite cognition this is separate 
Because those same thmgs, Colour and the rest,— existing in then own 
character-when conceived of m relation to other things, from winch . thej are 

j- .* - “—s - tl f ~ Sis: its 

afy othOT thing (apart from those things themselves) -Hence the notion 
Jf ZlTevzrt’, which is described as proceeding from the quahty of 
"L^toess ’ -why cannot that notion be held to rest u heterogeneous and 
separateness , y jt best t0 regard ,t as resting upon 

r^hrr.Lonclusiveness. of the Besson adduced by the 
oSlr pSj. The compound « Minna, etc ’ is to be expounded accordingly 

—( 651 ) 

The Ml.™* M *• ■>»' <“ “» ®~» “ Pm "‘ 

m the contrary of the Probandum ako - 

TEXT (652) 

just as orIT' Whence become 

DEPEKDENTLY of anything else-so 
WOULD OTHER THINGS ALSO -( 652 ) 

COJDIEXTAK-y 

In Pleasure and other the Opponent’s 

subsist ; because Qualities ar 
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doctrine) , and yet. they are spoken, of as ‘ separate in the sense that they 
are mutually exclusive , and as such they become the ‘ basis ’ — cause — 
of that notion of ‘ being separate ’ In the same manner, the Jar and other 
things also, which have been regarded as ‘ substance should be devoid 
of any such quality as 1 Separateness distinct from themselves — Nor can 
the said notion be said to be ‘ figurative ’ , as it does not differ in any wav 
from the ‘ direct ’ notion — Such is the sense of the Text 

Or, the Text may be taken as showing the notion of ‘ being separate ’ 
to be not based upon anything apart from the things concerned, and thereby 
points out the annulment of the Opponent's Conclusion by Inference — 
This Inference may be formulated as follows — Things that are mutuallv 
exclusive are not the substrata of am' such quality as ‘ separateness ’, apart 
from themselves, — like Pleasure, etc , — Jar and other things are mutually 
exclusive , — hence tins is a natural Reason (for believing that the Jar, etc 
cannot be the substratum of any such quality as ‘ Separateness ’) 

It is impossible for any one thing to subsist in many things As for 
Subsistence (w hieh the Naiyayika postulates as subsisting m many things), 
it is going to be rejected later on , and hence there can be no such relation 
as Subsistence 1 An argument annulling the said notion is also available 
in the shape of the possibility of such relation being not present in Pleasure 
and the rest — (652) 

The Author next proceeds to criticise the qualities of Conjunction and 
Disjunction — 


-USA.T (053) 

Conjunction and Disjunction as bestbicted to substances have 

BEEN POSTULATED BY OTHEBS AS CAUSES OF THE NOTIONS OF 
BEING JOINED ’ AND THE LIKE , THESE ABE ENTIRELY 
USELESS — (653) 

COMMENTARY. 

rS“* “ ,i "~" th , 

™ m.l "" a * h " : * “ ” I™' I« 0.. ,d,. ,b.( 

philosophers J ® ^ needles sly postulated by the other 

whichthem^rLrw be f0rmul0ted as foUows — That m support of 
intelligent persons as n6ver be regarded bv 

the other p ar K hnx-A ^ * e e the Son of Barren Woman ’ - 

Party hare no proof support of ‘ Conjunct, on ' and 'Cjum- 
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tion * , hence there is non-perception of the wider condition (which makes 
the loss extensive conclusion impossible) — (653) 


The following Texts (654-663) set forth the arguments adduced by 
Uddyotalara, which are calculated to show that the Author’s own Eeasons 
ore ‘ Unproven ’ (Not admitted) : — 


TEXTS (654-657) 

“ Ip there tvere no Conjunction, then the Sou, the Seed, the Water 
and the Earth and such thincs should be always producing 

THEIR EFFECTS J AS THERE WOULD BE NO GROUND FOB DIFFERENTIATION 
— -As A MATTER OF FACT HOWEVER, THE SOIL, THE SEED, THE WATER 
AND SUCH THINGS ARE ALWAYS FOUND TO REQUIRE SOMETHING ELSE 
IN THE PRODUCING OF THEIR EFFECTS , — LIKE THE SUCK, THE WHEEL 
AND WATER, ETC (UT THE MAKING OF Jar) ThAT THING WHICH THEY 
require is Conjunction , and as it has a particular characteristic, 
IT IS REGARDED AS DISTINCT (FROM OTHER THINGS) WHEN ONE IS 
TOLD TO ‘ BRING TWO CONJOINED THINGS HE BRINGS ONLY THOSE TWO 
THINGS IN WHICH HE PERCEIVES THE CONJUNCTION, AVOIDING EVERY- 
THING ELSE " — (654-657) 


COMMENTARY 

Vddyotalara has argued as follows [m KySyaodHika on 2 1 33, Page 221, 
Bab Ind J — “ If Conjunction -were not a distinct thing, then, of such things 
as the soil, the seed, etc -each itself being always there,-they would alwaja 
produce their effects in the form of the sprout, etc As a matter of fact 
however thev do not do so Hence from the fact of the non-production of 
the effects always, it is understood that the soil, etc require the help of some 
r flm .„ m th6 producing of the efiect in the shape of the sprout, just 

■to a. Mp o! 11. P»«“ »«•» > l « “■* ” 

tsjsz ss- » ■ ■ ■»=* - « sr 

U °"t m «*!",** — *• 

might bring anything ]v t o be used m proving the 

“ All these arguments put inverse y 

existence of Disjunction ’’-(634-657) 
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TEXT (658) 

“ It Conjunction and Disjunction -were not there, then to what 

WOULD SUCH DISTINCT NOTIONS BE DUE AS — ‘ THIS THING IS 
ATTACHED TO IT ’ — ‘ THIS IS DETACHED 
FROM IT ’ 7 ” — (658) 

COMMENTARY 

“ Further, even when there is no other difference between two things, 
one is said to be ‘ attached to it and another to he ‘ detached from it ’ ; — how 
could there be such diverse notions, if Conjunction and Disjunction did not 
exist, as something distinct, in the two things ? A particular notion m 
regard to a thing cannot be possible without the presence of something 
peculiar , otherwise everything would be possible always dud everywhere ” 
—(668) 


TEXTS (659-660) 

“ It sometimes happens that even when one thing is really 
detached prom another, it is perceived as attached to it, — and 
when the thing is really close to another, it is per- 
ceived as detached prom it , — there are these two 
misconceptions And A misconception has always 

SOME P RIM ARY FACTOR AS ITS COUNTERPART THIS 

primary factor has to be pointed out in 
THE TWO MISCONCEPTIONS CITED If SUCH 
A PRIMARY FACTOR IS ASSERTED, CONJUNC- 
TION and Disjunction become 
ESTABLISHED ”• — (659-660) 


COMMENTARY 

‘ Further, it so happens sometimes that, even the Dhava and ICJiadna 
es are roa y etached from one another, and to a man standing at a 
, ^ a PP ear to be close (attached) together , and in the case of the 

, „i?. ranes seated on the thm top of a tree, even though they are close 
Z™T’ « By appear 08 if defcach6d . both these cogmtions — apprehending 

no micro ley , Ere “ 0t,— ' are /able, misconceptions And as a matter of fact, 
factor f ncep l ° a 13 6ver Produced without the apprehension of a primary 
cannot hm-T!!? 1106 ' 1,111658 a ™ n 1183 113(1 the Perception, of the Cow. he 

miSCO r PtK>n ’ as ‘ C0W ’’ ° £ the 3 ° that there 

f r fOT POmted ° Ut as the b3313 ° f «*> 3al(1 mis- 

Conjunction anrt''n SUCh & prraary 5actor 18 P omted out ’ the existence of 

those two there ln D ^ JUn0 L°' 1 be °° me estobIlshed A P a rt from 

• re can be no basis for the said notion ” — (659-660) 
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TEXTS (661-663) 


" Then again, on what basis is the notion op ‘ the man with ear 
? N ° T PR ° CEED " 
Man AND the Ear-ting , for in that case, the said notion 

WOULD BE THERE ALWAYS FURTHER, IT IS ONLY SOMETHING THAT 
HAS BEEN PERCEIVED TO BE PRESENT IN ONE PLACE THAT IS DENIED 
IN ANOTHER PLACE Ip CONJUNCTION HAS NOT BEEN PERCEIVED, THEN 
HOW DOES IT COME TO BE DENIED IN SUCH EXPRESSIONS AS ' CHAITRA 

is without Ear-nngs ’ ? Hence it follows that there is some such 

REAL THING IN THE SHAPE OF CONJUNCTION, WHOSE AFFIRMATION AND 
DENIAL PROCEED WITH DUE DISTINCTION ” — (661-663) 


COMMENTARY 

“ Then again, when there appears the notion that ‘ Devadntta is wearing 
Ear-rmgs ’, — on what basis does it appear ’ Tins needs to be explained 
The said notion cannot be due to the mere presence of the Man and the 
Ear-ling , ns Devadntta and the Ear-nng being lasting entities, the notion 
should appear constantly (even when Devadatta would not be wearing the 
Eai-rmg) 

“ Further, it is only when a certain tiling has been perceived to be 
present m a certain place that the notion of the negation of its presence 
is found to appear in reference to another place , under the circumstances, 
if ion hare never perceived Conjunction to be present, then how could 
\ on have the distinct notions of Ghaitra being 1 with Ear-nngs ’ and ' w ithout 
Ear-lings ’ J What is denied by the expression ‘ Chaitra is without Ear- 
rings ’ is not the Ear-ring, because it having been assumed to be existent in 
another place and at another time, it could not be denied entirely Nor can it 
be the denial of Ghaitra, the man , as he stands on the same footing ns the 
Ear-ring Hence what is denied must be Chaitra’s contact (Conjunction) 
with the Ear-ring — Similarly by the affirmative expression ‘ Chaitra with 
the Ear- nng ’, what is affirmed is neither the Ear-ring, nor Clioitra,— ns both 
these are well-established entities ,— hence, by elimination, all that cnn bo 
affirmed is the Conjunction between these two, which has not been cognised 
by any other means —From all tins it follows that, there is such a real thing 
as Conjunction (and Disjunction), bv virtue of which there appear such distinct 
affirmative and negative notions as ‘ Chaitra with Ear-rings and Ghaitra 
without Ear-nngs ’ 

« TUe term * adi ’ is meant to include the notion of qualification , as 
pointed out before ” — (661-663) 


With the following Text, the Author proceeds to answer the above argu 
merits of TJddjotaliaro ■ 
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TEXT (664). 

The answer to the above is as follows — The water and the rest 

DO NOT REMAIN THE SAME, AS AIL THINGS ARE MOMENTARY. — 

Even when existent, they stand in need of that 

CONDITION IN WHICH THERE IS NOTHING 

intervening between them — (664) 


COMMENTARY. 

It lias been argued under Text 654 above that — “ Seed, etc would 
always be producing their effects ” , but the reason that has been urged — 
ihat they are not differentiated — i e they remain the same, — is not true, not 
admitted by us , because all things being in * perpetual flux *, it is only in a 
particularly differentiated condition that they are productive ot their effects 
It has been argued under Text 655 above, that — *< The soil, etc are 
dependent upon something else, etc ” — -It this is meant to prove merely 
the general fact that they are 1 dependent’, — then the argument is super* 
fluous (proving what is already admitted by us) , this is what is shown by 
the words ‘ Even when existent, etc etc ’ , that is, it is held by us also that the 
seed, etc even when existent, — become capable of producing their effects 
m the shape of the sprout only when they are m that condition in which 
thorn is nothing intervening between them and so forth, so that on this 
point the argument of the Opponent is superfluous -—The term * avyava- 
dhdna ’ means that condition in which there is nothing intervening and 
so forth —The phrase ‘ so forth ' includes such factors as the absence of 
o struclion etc , that is to say, that particular condition m which (a) there 
is nothing intervening, (6) there is no remoteness among them, (c) there is 
no obstruction by a contrary force all these being obstacles to the appear- 
° tb ® a£Eeot as th « ‘ condition ' of a thing is nothing different 

, ,, mg the argument put forward does not prove the exist- 
ence of Conjunction as something distinct 

beinrr dcncn/'T*' ” mte " ded by you to prove is the fact of the Seed, etc, 
JuncfionT^r UP0 “ 6 dlff6rent thmg tba ^P a of wbat you call • Con- 
with anv 'sunWl ** J 0Ur , Reason ’ not bem S found to be concomitant 
instenT i !’ aracter ’ b0Comes ‘ Inconclusive ’ , and the Corroborative 
?T™ q Z) " ° { ^ Pr ° bandura This is what is meant by the 


the rest are dependent ^ UI ' eed ~ H ° W do you that tbe £oli and 

tho ciuRc of iJ ent UP l n & partlcu,ar eondition of their own, in becoming 

ore not depend^™" 3 '*’ ^ “ th ® sbape o£ tbe sprout,— and they 

s °lves ? and ifc i« n ^ C6n)unctlon of somethm g Cerent from them^ 
our argument be tZ ** 8t ? Ugfch f thls thafc y° u *g&mst ** the fact of 
The anatr^r f 8 . 1 , llperflu0us l{ mere dependence is meant to be proved 
o this is provided m the following — 
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TEXT (665). 

If the water, etc. heeded the Conjunction only, trek they would 

APPEAR IMMEDIATELY OH THEIR COMING TOGETHER (CONJUNCTION), 

— OB HOT APPEAR AT ALL — (665) 

COMMENTARY 

If tho Soil, Water and the rest needed only their Conjunction to bring 
about their effect m the shape of the sprout, then it should come about as 
soon ns they come into contact with one another , because the Cause would 
bo there in its perfect form, — exactly as it does later on If the effect does not 
appear immediately on their first contact, then it should not appear at all, 
oven later on ; ns the Cause would even then be as defective as on the previous 
occasion Nor would it be reasonable to suppose that the soil, etc are 
dependent upon Conjunction which does not help them at all , as such a 
theory would lead ta absurdities — Nor again is it right to regard the Con- 
junction ns appearing only occasionally ; as the cause (basiB) in the shape 
of tlio soil, etc. is always there —It might be held that— “ m the bringing 
about of the Conjunction also, there is noed for such forces as those of 
« Destiny ’ and the hire ” —But tins cannot be right , because the same objec- 
tion would he applicable against that view also Eor usance, what vou d 
be the answer to the question-* Why does not the said Destmj bnngabout 
tho effect at once f— The answer might be that— it does no - 

and the same time, because the succeeding causes t]le<0 

by the preceding ones (m the same Cham), and hen s not 

could not be present at the same time by reason °”hew t ^ ctTroe 
being present m their perfect condition TbuB it is only snrout 

that there is possibility of the anomaly of the require 

at all times, hence it becomes established that the Soi , 

any such distinct thing as * Conjunction ’— <605) 

It has been asserted (under Text 050 ^aCvered 

has a particular characteristic it is regarded as distinct 

in the following— TEXT (666) 

wnTNCS HAVING COME CLOSE TOGETHER BY THEM- 

wn ^rr — — — - s 

told to do so) — (ouo; 

COMMENTARY 
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brings np the * Conjoined things ’ ; what happens is that he notices that the 
two tlnngs, which were previously in the condition in which there was an 
interval of space between them, have subsequently come into the condition 
m which they have come into juxtaposition, — these things come to be 
spoken of as ‘ conjomed things ’ ; as it has been already proved that the 
term ‘Conjunction’ connotes only a particular condition of things. So 
that whenever one finds two things m this particular condition in which they 
become expressible by the term ‘ conjoined things *, one brings these, and 
none others No intelligent person ever acts on the strength of words, m 
regard to what is not expressed by those words — (666) 

It has been argued (under Text 658, above) that — “ To what would bucIi 
distinct notions be due as ‘ this thing is attached to it — this is detached 
from it ’ ? ” 

The answer to this is pi owned in the following — 


TEXT (667) 

When a thing is produced in the detached form, it becomes the 

BASIS FOR THE NOTION OF BEING ‘ DETACHED ’ , ON THE OTHER 
HAND, WHEN IT IS PRODUCED IN THE attached FORM, IT 
BECOMES THE BASIS OF THE NOTION OF BEING ‘ AT- 
TACHED ’ , — JUST AS IN THE CASE OF THE House, 
the Vmdhya mountain and THE Himalaya 
mountain — (667) 


COMMENTARY. 

As a matter of fact, it is a distinct object that is produced in a particular 
form that becomes the basis of a distinct notion, hence the Reason urged by 
the Opponent is Inconclusive This is the upshot of the Text as a whole 
The construction is f the thing that is produced in the detached form 
becomes the basis for the notion of being detached' .—On the other hand,— 
I e when it is produced as not-detached 

Just as in the case of the House, etc etc ’ these form examples of the 
sa! two notions Even under the doctrine of the opposite party, when 
two Houses have been produced as attached to one another, and are therefore 
° 6 na turo of Conjunction itself, — there is no other Conjunction which 

1 .r S ''"' n bosiB their being ‘ attached ’ , — similarly when two Houses 
P t ™ P roduce<1 as detached, there is no other Disjunction which forms the 
nnrf’V m n ?! IOn ° £ thelr * detached ’ — In the case of the Himalaya 

to „ n , UI ^ ountems a >so, the notion of their being * detached ’ is not due 
is that °rv r ra ££ls s * m P 6 °* ‘disjunction’, — because your own idea 
certamU. ,Jf JUnctlon consists m separation following after Contact ’ [and 
(GG-)' h6rS n6Ver 1105 beeU any contaofc between the two mountains]. 
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It has been argued (under Ten 059, aboie) that— “the notion of being 
aUnchcA that appear- «ith rrgard to -abatis detached, etc etc "—The answer 
to this is proiided m the following — 


TEXTS (068-660) 

A MI«COVCCmO.V DOES 30T APPEAR ALWAYS Df ACCORDANCE WITH 

a Pp.imary Conception ; for instance, the notion of ‘ Two 
Mooes ’ appears independently of its sdiilabity to 

AST OTHEP. (PP.IMARY) NOTION, THBOOGH SOME INTERNAL 
DERANGEMENT, WHILE THE MIND IS TtTBNED ELSB- 

wiiEr.E — Or, the beqbisite ‘ Pbehaby ’ w 

THE CASE IN QUESTION itAY BE TEAT SAME 
THING WHICH HAS BEES' PRODUCED IS 

the attached form and the like 

(BUT IS MISCONCEIVED AS 

beikg detached os other- 
wise) — (668-669) 


COMMENTARY 

That all 3I.PCODCcpt.ona appear only through the perception ofsnndanty 

“ phrape ‘ «* the Mind « « "S S 

‘two moons’ is entire!} of mnuhrtty % as this 

an indeterminate notion, there P® between the 

latter is alwats in the form of the eogmhon " ^X^t be of the 
thing seen now and that seen prem ^ ’ h preV iausIy perceived thing. 
ontL of some verbal expression ho LZ of a Primary 
Or, granting that the bo proved -This 

Cognition, even so, what the other p - pnmary> etc etc '- The 

is what is shown by the words— 0 , b ln the detached form 

phrase * and the liU ’ a meant to > ® Lproduced as aMocftcd or detached,— 
What is meant is that the *"» other kind, comes to bo spoken 

when conceived of as precluding g» (attached or detached) 

I; name applied to it m accordance with BsthePranar y 

^ « 1 (Mi 


when conceit —th. that ~ 

by a name apphed to it be regarded as the Pnmary 

Jim which has been pereeised first, an^^y as isWdi ed, or 

2 *- 

hy yotu— ^(668-669) 
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It lias been argued (under Text 661, above) that— 11 The notion of the 
man with the Ear- ring, etc etc "—Tins is answered in the following — 


TEXT (670) 

The notion os ‘ the Mas with the Ear-ring ’ arises only with 
reference to Chavlra (the Man) and the Ear-ring, in 

WHOM A PARTICULAR. CONDITION HAS COME ABOUT , AND IT 
ONLY APPEARS AS IF THE COGNITION WERE OF 

' Conjunction ’ (between the two) — (670) 


COMMENTARY 

Just as what is called ‘Conjunction’ comes into existence only when 
Ohaitra and the Ear-ring appear in a certain state,— and not always — 
m the same manner, the notion also of ‘ the man with the Ear-rmg ’ 1S due 
to a particular state of things, and as such, why should it appear always 1 
The compound ‘ JStdvaslhamehesayoh ' is to be explained as ‘ the two, 
Olmtra and the Ear-ring, m whom a particular state has been produced’ 


arp ’ ed (under *« 682, above) that-" It is only something 

Sietcetc r-r to hc rr m one piace u,at - “ » 

The answer to this is provided in the following— 




* ” '"JZZtZZSzi ”» " ■» ™ 

-to the "T rT 8 "**”*» ‘CHAtTRA IS 

denied for T m *' S I>0T Gon 3 unciwn that is 

JUNCTION ai! HEAS0S THAT CON- 

has never been seen (671) 

COMMENTARY 

r? d a \ b t g based ^ a — 

" ^P-cened under another state of ^ ^ “ S5i ° U,d be P-cept,ble, 
^ to this latter state things, -then there is its denial (in 

, n thot ,s assumed by you FortiT^ T h&t " S de “ ed 16 not the Conjune- 
nmer appe an!c j m * *° T the 51ln P Ie “«°n that the « Conjunction ’ 

M t0 ^'oug Cognition, apart from the things to which it is 
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CHAPTER XT 


TilUS ^ B ° aSOn W ” 0t ° PSn *° tta - »«* ■ Unproven , _ fc?1) 

been aW e to^dl^ - have not 

m annulment of it * ” oiyunefiou,*— Trhafc JS your proof 

Ml ° nn9wer 18 Provided by the following- 


TEXTS ( 072 - 674 ) 

The notion 0 f things being ‘cox™ - cannot be nm T0 Tns 

, Trr ° S ™ ED By THE OTHER PARTY, ~<a) BECAUSE 
IT IS THE NOTION OF ' BEING CONJUNCT EKE THE 
NOTION OF 'BEING CONJUNCT ’ IN CONNECTION WITH 

the Mansion and such things ,-or (b) because 

IT APPEARS ONLY WHEN THEBE IS MORE THAN ONE 
THING,— LIKE THE COGNITIONS OF SEVERAL DIF- 
FERENTIATED YARNS — The SAM® TWO ARGU- 
MENTS may be urged mutaha mutandis, 
against Disjunction also —And the Rea- 
son ANNULLING (BOTH THESE CONCEP- 
TIONS of Conjunction and Dis- 
junction) CONSISTS IN THE FACT 
THAT it cannot be right for 
one thing to subsist in 

MORE THINGS THAN ONE — 

( 672 - 674 ) 


COMMENTARY 

The arguments may be formulated as follows —The notion of ‘being 
conjunct - is based upon the mero Object, which has noilung to do with the 
* Conjunction ’ postulated by you, — just like the same notion in such expres- 
sions as 1 the conjunct houses', — and the notion of * Chaitra with the Ear- 
ring ' is the notion of ' hemg conjunct ’ , hence this is n natural reason (for 
regarding it as due to the nature of the thing itself) — Or, that which apjxmrs 
on the coming together of several things follows from the things themselves 
entirely devoid of the * Conjunction ' postulated by you, — as the notion of 
several yams lying apart from one another , — the notion of ‘ being conjunct ’ 
,<5 a notion of this land ,— lienee this is a natural reason (for regarding it 
ns due to the nature of the things themselves) 

‘ YuliadhVi i e the notion of two tilings being conjunct 
These same two arguments may be put f orw Brd also for denvmg ‘ Disj unc- 
tion’ —(a) Because it is the notion of ‘being disjunct or (f>) because 
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its appearance is dependent upon the absence of several things,— the notion 
of ‘ being disjunct in the case of two rams and such tilings, must be due to 
the particular things themselves, irrespectively of the ‘Disjunction’ postulated 
by the other party,— just like the notion of ‘ being disjunct ’ that appears m 
relation to two Bams living far apart, or that winch appears m relation to 
the Himalaya and the Vtndhya Mountains. 

Question — "What is the reason that annuls the conclusion contrary to 
the Probandum w the above reasonings, — which would preclude the presence 
of the Reason in something where the Probandum is known to be absent » ” 

Answer — * The reason annulling, etc etc ’ — That is, the fact that the 
subsistence of one thing in several things cannot be right, has been shown 
in detail m the Chapter on the ‘ Composite Whole ’, under Text 607 (above) ; 
hence it is not set forth here — (673-674) 

The author proceeds to set forth objections against the Qualities of 
‘ Priority ’ and ‘ Posteriority ’ — 


TEXTS (675-676) 

The same (and idea) or ‘ Priority ’ and ‘ Posteriority ’ have been 

ASSUMED AS THE BASIS OF THE NOTIONS OF ‘ FORE ’ AND * AFT AS 

THESE NOTIONS CANNOT BE DETERMINED IN HEFEBENCE TO 

Space AND Time — But just as the Bede and other 

COLOURS, WHICH C03IE INTO EXISTENCE IN STTC- 
CESSION (ONE AFTER THE OTHER), COME TO BE 
SPOKEN OF ‘ FORE ’AND ‘ AFT ’, WITHOUT 
REFERENCE TO DISTINCTIONS DUE 

TO ANY OTHER CONDITIONS, SO 

WOULD THE SAID NOTIONS 
RE IN REg'aRD TO OTHER 
THINGS ALSO 

(675-676) 


COMMENTARY 


[The position of the Xyaya-utisheaila is as follows] — “ That from wlucli 
ame the notions * this is before ’ and ‘ tins is after ’ are the Qualities named 
' Posteriority ’, which are the basis of the said notions of 
® {t respectively -The term ‘ adi ’ , s meant to include the idea 
T , , ore and ‘aft’ The argument may be formulated as follows — 

Jar andVo T ' aft ’ must be based "P on s °roettnng other than the 
.IT,, , ™ 85 ’ because it is different in character from the ,dea of 

am llk0 the ldea oE Pleasure, etc —For instance, when two objects 

standing towards the same direction, there appears the notion 1 th,, ls 
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25?ss“-ssr. , S‘S 

Apart frmn these tw o Space and Tune, -there is nothing else which could 
regarded as the basjs of the notions m question Hence it becomes 
established that what form the basis of these notions are the Quaht.es If 
Priority and Posteriority 1 — ‘ These notions cannot be determined m 
reference to Space and Tune ’ , — that is to say, it cannot be held to be in 
reference to near and far objects m contact with points in Space and Time 
The terms ‘Space’ and ‘Time' are used here figuratively, in the sense of 
objects t n contact with points of Space and Time So that what is meant is 
that Priority and Posteriority,— both kinds— have been explained by other 
people as being duo to Space and Time The manner m which these are 
said to be produced by Space is as follows — mien two objects are standing 
in the same direction, — then, m reference to the point near any one observer, 
taken as the standard-point, there appears, in regard to the object 
« herein Posteriority subsists, the notion of its being ‘ far oft ’ , — and on the 
basis of this idea, from the contact of the further point m Space, the Quality 
of Posteriority becomes produced , — and taking a point further removed 
from the observer as the standard-point, there anses the idea of the objoct 
being ‘ near’, m reference to the object wherein Priority subsists ; and from tho 
contact of this with another point m Space, the Quality of Priority becomes 
produced — Tho manner in which these Qualities are produced in reference 
to Time is as follows — -Between an old and a young man standing at the 
present time, m varying directions, — with regard to that person whose contacts 
with sunnse and sunset are deduced to have been larger in number, — from his 
wrinkles, grey hairs, growing heard and so forth, — there arises tho idea of 
his being ' old ’ (Prior) m reference to the standard-point provided by tho 
other man, and on the basis of this idea, from the contact of another point 
of Time, the Quality of ‘ Priority ’ becomes produced , — and from tho 
standard-point provided by the older man, the idea of the other man having 
had lesser contacts with sunnse and sunset is deduced from the fnct of lus 
being beardless and so forth,— from which anses the idea of ‘ noarnoss ’ 
(proximity) m regard to the younger man , and through this idea, out of tho 
contact of another point of Time, the quality of ‘ Posteriority ’ becomes 

produced^ eds ^ show that the above Reasoning in support of 
Pnonty and Posteriority is ■ Inconclusive on account of the Reason being 
present m the contrary of the Probandum also— 1 Just as the Blue, etc etc 
-‘ IL* ’ is existence, and the ‘ oyavasthiU ’ qualified by this is corning mjo 
existence when this is ‘ kramena ’, in succession, [it servos ns the reason 
* Knun That is to sav, in tho case of 23luc r etc , on 

for what is going to be said] T (ono aftor tho other), 

account of then coming into existence of Time, not by the 

the whole phenomenon is rcgulated by „ nd 

conditions ,«f ‘that tho posterior 

Posteriority as ‘this is tue pnoi 
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Posteriority , ° of tha Jar and other things also ? 

the same be aecepted m 1S meanfc by the Opponent 

Vfhatts meant by this « as foUo^s SQmetl eke> then the 

» t0 prevethemere^et^bemg dependen^^ ^ ^ rf the 

Reason adduced i ^ prov e d is the fact that the notion 

£££?,? W ^ particular Quality brought about by the eternal 

Ib"o{ Time and Space, -then there can be no Corroborative Instance 
-The conclusion is also annulled by Inference , for instance, it is possible to 
set up the following inference-The notion of Fore and Aft is ba nd 
upon a certain regularity in the successive appearance of things without any 
such quality as has been postulated by the other party.-because it is the 
notionof' Fore ’and ‘Aft’,— like the notion of ‘Fore’ and Aft in regard 
to Colour and such things the notion in question m regard to Jar , etc also 
,s such a notion of ‘Fore ’ and « Aft ’ hence it is a natural reason (for 
regarding it as being based upon the said regularity, etc ) 

It might he argued by the Opponent that — “ In the case of the Blue , etc , 
the notion of Priority of Posteriority is figurative, based upon the notion 
subsisting in the same object as the Blue, etc , and hence the Reason is not 
open to the fallacy of * Inconclusiveness ’ ; and inasmuch as, in the ease of 
the Blue, etc also, the qualities of Priority, etc are admitted to form the basis 
of the said notion, the Corroborative Instance cited is not devoid of the 
Probandum ” 

But this cannot be so , it has been already answered by the statement 
that as the notion is not found to be fallible, it cannot be regarded as 
' figurativo ’ , and further, as the two qualities are not perceived even m their 
own substratum, it is not right to accept any notion as based upon it , how 
then could it ever he based upon it in the ease of Blue and the rest ? — What 
too could be assumed to be the basis in the case of such things as Pleasure 
and the like ? As there is no co-subsistence in the same substratum 

Further, as Time and Space have already been rejected above, they cannot 
be regarded as extstent , the ‘ Priority ’ and * Posteriority ’ based upon these 
should also he regarded as non-existent , how then could the notion be believed 
to be based upon those » Consequently any such idea cannot Bave the Reason 
from being ' Inconclusive ’ — According to you again, Time and Space 
hate no parts, from contact with which, as associated with ‘ unitary concep- 
tion ’, the notion of ' Priority ’ and * Posteriority ’ could be produced , the 
reason for tins lying in their being essentially one and without parts Nor 
can it be right to seek explanation for a state of things in a merely imaginary 
1 part’ cancelled figuratively ; as all such assumptions are restricted within 
well-defined limits by the real state of things , and what is merely * figura- 
tive 1 is essentially unreal and false Hence our Reason is not Inconclusive. 

As for the Reason adduced by the Opponent, it may be pointed out 
that it is ‘ Unproicn ’, * not admissible ’ — (675-676) 


With the following Texts, the Author anticipates and answers the 
arguments adduced m favour of such qualities as * Rumber ’ and the rest — 
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TEXTS (677-678). 


Ir it be held that—" Number, Conjunction and the rest cannot be 
NON-DiFrEREXT iTiOM Substance, because they serve to 
CHARACTERISE AND DIFFERENTIATE THIS LATTER, — LIKE 
THE Stick THEN [OUR ANSWER IS THAT] THERE IS 
PROVING OF WHAT IS ADSHTTED BY US, IF WHAT 
IS MEANT IS THAT THEY HAVE AN ‘ ILLUSORY 
EXISTENCE ’ , BECAUSE WHAT IS ' IMAGIN- 
ARY ’ CANNOT BE DEFINED EITHER 
AS ‘ THIS ’ OR ‘ NOT THIS ’ — 

(677-678) 


COMMENTARY. 

SttjB tho NySya-Vaishefika—" AM the above-mentioned qualities, 
Number and tho rest, cannot be non-d.fterent from Substance— because 
,l lC v servo to characterise and differentiate Substances , -when one thing 
differentiates another, it cannot be non-different from the latter, -just as 
, he stick, which differentiates Devadatta, cannot be the eame as Devadatta. 

If what is meant to proio by Hus argument is simply the denial of theee 
being tho eame ns Substance, then it is open to the charge of being fut 
Because all things that have an ‘illusory or imaginary existence ™ 
“ and ae such it cannot be asserted m regard to them as to whether 
t^yTro the same as, or different from, anything And tins ,s what is 
admitted by us also -(677-678) 

The following Text anticipates the Answer given to the above by 
Aviddhalama •— 


TEXT (679) 

i, - - o. - 

- — «= •*»»». 

“STS. «« 

given in the nex * 1 Text] (679) 

COMMENTARY 

, „ „„ _«The particular states of the Group and 
He has argued as foUow * * d as ftlt or rmt-thu ,,- because they 
to Cl^ate like Colour, Taste and such 

things.” — (679) 
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The following Ted supplier tho answer to this nrgiimont (of Ari'Mh'i- 
tamo) — 


TEXTS (G80-681) 

Is BEAUTY, THE 1 GbOOT ’ IS ABSOLUTELY FEATtTRE-LESS ; HENCE, MICE 
the ‘ Sky-lotus rr can haye no srEcmc rnorEHTiES ; 

THEY ARE ALL FIGMENTS OB IMAGINATION, — Xv’ES WHEN 
STATED IN THIS FORM, THE SEASONING ADDUCED WOULD 

be * Fallible is view of things like the 
‘ Sky-lotus ’ In fact, ‘ non-difference ’ 

AS WELL AS 1 DIFFERENCE ’ RESTS ALWAYS 

IN AN OBJECT,— ( 080 - 681 ) 


f, 

,1 




COMMENTARY 

If what is meant to be the Reason is the piesenco of real =„r,„,r 
perties, then it cannot be regarded ns ’ admitted ’ fbv hntL r> , P ro 

for the Bawfdho, it cannot be admitt J“ th e Ws ° 

which have merely ‘ifinsory ens ~ ££££ «» "J? 

properties If however the Season is meant toTc ' t orw J T*** 
vagra general sort of way then such ' ** Pt for ' rard only in n 

■mcotporeahty' etc are’presant also ' non-exntence \ 

** Preference to 

Beoansc ' ^^oonelninve ’ w 

s sr ° 5 ^ ; how th:: 

SSr^’ ^ ^ TOent ^oponnded by 

-«r - *-• * •stairs t-is 

Jt nnght be armed „ 

SSittl n ~ - SEES o 0/ •* 

^iZZ?*** r° -^h’es l: t a rsel gat T make «■ 

«» » Ceasonl 1°“ Satet “«> "- "*** to P r °vo the 
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TEXT (682) 

Tiros THEN, IF WHAT IS MEANT TO BE ASSERTED IS THAT NUMBER AND 
THE REST ABE OTHER THAN (DIFFERENT FROM) SUBSTANCE, — 
THEN THE REASON BECOMES OPEN TO THE FALLACY OF 

‘ Having no substratum ’.—because Number 

AND THE REST ARE NOT ADMITTED AT ALL 

—(682) 

COSIS lENTARY. \ 

That is, wlmt tho other party seeks to prove is not that they ore not 
non-different, but that they are different — (682) 

Tho following Text shows how Number and the reBt are devoid of sub- 
stratum — 


TEXT (683) 

If it is Substance itself, as diversified through ‘Group’, etc, 

THAT IS SPOKEN OF AS SUCH,— THEN WHAT THE ARGUMENT 
WOULD PROVE WOULD BE THE DIFFERENCE OF SUBSTANCE 
FROM ITSELF— THUS INVOLVING SELF-CONTRADICTION — 

(683) 

COMMENTARY 

. , „ „<s ‘ one ‘ two ’ and so forth 

• la opoUn ojm suefc , be ed JS tlle difforenoo of 
It might be argued that- ™ f 

Number, eto winch arc wvU prove , etc ' . » 

jzzzl**- T owe r; u* 2- « rrisr, 

and inclusion, cannot oo-emst in any single object. 


, , Posteriority ’ been rojected The 

Thus hava all quabbes ending - FalsMf ,Iu)-beginnmg with 

rest of the qualities (p. held to subsist m the 
ri~rr as discarded by the rejection of the « 

ltee ” As a matter of fact ^^’J^oul^otldbcThc aulstmtiuno! 
their subsistence. » catm0,i 
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the Cause (Soul) being always there in its perfect form. Pleasure and 
other effects would he produced always , nor can there be any dependence 
upon auxiliaries for a Cause in which no peculiar properties can be produced 
by anything else , as has been reiterated hundreds of times — Nor again can 
an eternal Substance have the capacity of producing effects , as such pro- 
duction could only be either successive 01 simultaneous, and it lias been 


explained that m the case of an eternal substance there is incongruity 
both in successive and simultaneous activity — Nor again can the Soul he 
the cause of the subsistence (of the Qualities in question) , because ‘ sub- 
sistence ’ has no other form than that of the ‘ Subsistent ’ itself , so that if 
the Soul were said to be the cause of subsistence, it would mean that it is the 
cause of the subsistent tlnng itself , and this idea has just been rejected Then 
again, the subsistent thing being a well-established entity, it can have no 
cause at all , as there would be nothing therein that could he done by the 
Cause — Even if the subsistence were something different from "the subsistent 
tlnng, there could be nothing done by the cause m the latter, as it will 
have brought about only the subsistence, which ex-hypothesi is something 
different And thus not producing anything m the subsistent thing, how 
could the Soul be its substratum ’—Nor will it be right to urge that “ in- 

asmuch as the Soul will have produced the subsistence related to the sub- 
sisted thing, it would he a helper of the latter , because the said relationship 
is not 3 et proved —As a matter of fact, the Soul cannot be regarded as the 
cause of the subsistence , because an eternal tlnng can have no such causal 
potency, — as has been explained before 

Further, the entity (m the shape of subsistence) that is established 
(by the Soul)— would it be of permanent nature ? or evanescent * If 
the latter, then how can it he established by something else ’ It would 
lose its character If, on the other hand, it is permanent, then also its 
establisher (Cause) would be futile , as by its very nature, the subsistence 
would bo there always 


Further, as regards corporeal things, it is possible to assume for them, 
a substratum which prevents their falling downwards s for the things m ques- 

can brno e ^7 h / re ,ncor P° Tea '’ suchas Pleasure and the rest.-tliere 

the j *“»« ««fi then what would the ‘substratum’ do for 


thewcanhB^^A * 00mi0t be spoken o£ ert her as existent or as non-existent, 
tnere can be no subsisting at all 

mu, and, Til Z™** P '? SUre , and othet Q^ties may be shown mutates 

follows that mCaP f b S ° f belng Te g a rded as subsisted , from which it 
follow, that there can be no such thing as < Quality 

the nature o llas been accepted by the other party as being of 
Opalabdti , j,-, - m ' Cbgmt,on ’~ as declaTed in the following Sutra— “ Buddht, 
Budd/m s’of t£"; o r SyD °^7 ns ”J N ^ asiit ’' a 1 1- ^6) Even though 
form of It as J? 5 he ° ther party hav6 not sotted any such 

In another Bum" ’ m f "? ^ Teg6Td 11 ns a PP™hcnded 

end other thin™ , T ’ not havm S a self -sufficient existence, like Colour 

— ™ *■ *- - 
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Pleasure, Pam, Desire, Hatred and Effort,— are Qualities that htu 
been held to be distinct from Cognition (Bvtfdfo) Theso wo are going Jo reject 
in course of the examination of the Means of Eight Cognition (Chapters 17, 
18 and 19) 

As regards the Qualities of Gravity, I'liuditi and Viscidity, — these aro 
to be rejected in the same way as Colour and the rest 

In view of this, the Author proceeds next to reject the Qimhh of 
Momentum (Samslara) — 

TEXTS (084-685) 

Momentum has been described as being or three kinds— named 
‘ Vega ’, Velocity, — ‘ Bhautna Impression, — and ‘ Sthitastha- 
pala ‘ Elasticity ’ —All this hob ever is not 

COMPATIBLE —BECAUSE THINGS BEING momentary , 

there oan be no action in them, of the con- 
tinuity OF WHICH THE MOMENTUM NAMED 
‘Velocity’ could be the cause — 

(684-085) 


COMMENTARY 

There arc three kinds of Momentum . Volociti , Imprewon and Elasticity . 
Of these the Momentum named ‘ Voloe.H ’ auln.Ms m the the corporeal 
substances. Earth, Water, Fire, Air and Jhnd-and is produced In mi 
action due to Effort and Propulsion It is the cause of action proceeding 
in a particular direction, and prevents contact mth tangible substances 
^ +1 Avrntt if iq duo to notion produced n jMirf ictijftr 

T„S,: m . Tit ° "■* " 

t - • >«■ <■” ~ rr ” 

I-" 1 "” 1 ‘I *■» 1 rf ihoSoul , rthn-to-n 

previous position fro Pulm-Icof winch has been rolled up for n 

effort, for instance, when the , tR former (rolled) 

Iong time is spread out a ™ ^ thlnp) „s tbo Boa. 

posiuon The effort of this ^ ^ m c|o(h nraI „„ forth, »»“<■ 

Tree-branch, tho Horn, 

they are bent and straighten® . 0 f Momentum 

> All the ’,-i o nil the tto : ^ sUC I, effect ns eomiertirm mth 

Of tho Momentum called - - fl , h(l{ „ll Hungs nn in 

an act, on is not admitte upon thing. — - 
porpetual flux (momentary), Mnce 
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existence, they cease to exist , so that no action is possible m them, of the 
eontinuity of which action. Velocity could be the cause — If by 1 continuity 
of action ’ is meant the production of tilings that is perceived to be separate 
from its constituent cause, — then even so, the Reason remains 1 Inconclusive ’ 
(Fallible) Because what are inferred from the said ' continuity of action ’ 
aro the previous Causal-Ideas of tilings produced in that u ay — and not 
any such thing as the said ‘ Momentum ’ , because concomitance with tins 
latter has nowhere been perceived — Further, if the not-falhng of the arrow 
" ere due to the quality of Velocity, then it should never fall at all , as 
the Velocity preventive of such falling would be always there Under the 
circumstances, what could be the explanation of the fact of the arrow falling 
while moving m a particular region of Akasha, ? — It cannot be said that- 


“ the falling is due to,tlie cessation of Velocity on account of its force having 
been destroyed by contact with such solid substances as Air and the like 11 , — 
as, in that case, the falling should come about before it does , as the Air 
obstructing it is there all along —It might be argued that— 1 Before the 
Arrow actually falls, the force of the Velocity is very strong, it pierces 
through the obstacle due to the Air, and carries the Arrow further to another 
place If that be so, to what is its subsequent weakness due whereby it 
does not carry the Arrow still further * As a matter of fact, m all cases, 
it is found that the Arrow falls in the nay, while moving through Al-aaha, 
over the whole of which the contact of Air is equally present It cannot 
bo said that tile Velocity becomes altered later on , as there is no cause which 
could produce tins alteration in tile Velocity , as its mheront cause m the 
shapo of the Arrow is the same all through —It cannot be right to say 
that what quahflos it subsequently is the cause called ‘ Karma ’ (‘ Action ’) 
ecause that also would be open to the same objection Even if the sub- 
quen o ocity bo different (from the initial one), as there v> ould be no 
cause for the destruction of the former Velocity, it should continue as before 
1 Tf! bB "° faUmg down of tho Arrow — The Contact of Air 
Arrow shn M Ti f ' 1° ° f tb ° previcm!l Velocity , as if that w ore so, then the 
home the «n ”1 ** ^°^ ore ** ^ 00s > — as pointed out abovo , tho Air 

So there is nofi° ° * ^° l,gl1 ’ lts 00n tact also would be there all tlirougli 

ho there is notlung m this explanation -(684-G85) 


The following Text states the objections 
Impression \ 


against the Momentum named 


TEAT ((386) 

oswFMra'T” ' lMPKESSI0N ’ IS 0F ™ E nature or an impress 
the Mind It cannot re a quality of the Soul , because 

THIS HAS BEEN REJECTED — (CSC) 

COMMENTARY 

BcmoLw^'™ 0 J S tl f BS n t ' d ’' tCCi .° ni - V m a General way .is the cause of 
therefore futdc Because IkT*** P ™"\ 1 " luU Js “heady admitted and is 
Remembrance com^m L ^ t,lnt tho «« of 

StS m which ,s a form of the Mmd itself. 
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5"L“r « Z «■■ » I— 

is Impression, as a Quality of the Soul ffo, 1S meant fo l,p ! lro '« ! 

have been fn.m/r T ® ! ® S 81,0,1 an «nP«ssion ml) „o,or 

nave been found to be concomitant mth Remembmnco, the Reason ,'m 

“T; “* ■>» ™* a 

WnT “Sits intended substratum, the Soul, has ahead, 

non existent This argument may be formulated ns folio,, s -Vihen „ 
number of things subsist m another Hung, they eon lane no subsistence if 
the latter thing is non-existent, ~e g the picture cannot exist ,f the „nl) 
not there and under the Opposite party’s view, the Moment an, «, question 
IS subsisted m the Soul,— hence there is found m it a chemdcr that is 
contrary to what is concomitant with the Rrobandnm Hence „ba( m 
desired is not proved Specially ns the Son! itself has been pro, ions), 
discarded Thus the net result of the means of Right Cognition bearing 
upon the matter is that Impression should bo regarded as hemp of the 
nature of an impress upon the Mind, and not a qimlit, of tlio Soul The 
sense is that while the former view is supported by proofs, the latter is not 
so supported. — (68G) 


The following Text points out objections against, the third i.uitl of 
Momentum (» o. Elasticity) — 

TEXT (687) 


There can be so such quality as ' Elasticity hfcause mixes a hi: 

IS A ‘ PERPETUAL FLUX AND HENCE NOTHING CAN HE LASTING 
(sfhlla) , IF THEBE WERE ASS SUCH THING, IT SHOULD 
CONTINUE TO EXIST IN THAT SAME I'ORM — (087) 


[The name of this Quality appears throughout in this work in t lie form 
‘ SlliilrisIliSpnla ', though the form in which it is known from tlio A yffy* I ,mW> ifu 
books is * SlhihKlhapnUt ’ That tho lormor form is not an error of tlio copyist or 
the printer is clear from this Text, whom tho first term m tho compound m clearly 
stated to bo * sthita ' ] 

COJIMRTSTARY. 


'J'lmt is to sav, the ‘ Slhla ’, ‘ lasting thing, of which tins QuuliU is 
said to bo the ‘ SthSpala ‘ 10 estabbshor is that thing by d-elf no/, 
lasting » Or is it by itself Justmff ’ Only these t\\ o alternatives are possible — 
If it is not lasting, then as in a moment it wilt Iiaxo censed to exist, uluil 
would bo there w Inch tho Quality in question would re establish ? On the 
other hand, if it is, by itself, lasting,- then, if tlio thing m ,K 

existent, — then, ns all existing things continue to exist m their own form, 
n without dovmling fiom it, -the tlung woutd continue m tho same form. 
and in that cate, what would bo tho ne.d for assuming a 10 t«taW*l»r 
it, lvluth would Jiavo nothing to do C>87) 


It might bo argued that—” 
each of them would exist for a 


then though all things are inoinentnr.i , «" 
moment, and would continue m tie ro«- 
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turnons ‘ Oham — it is m regard to this that the Quahty in question is 
said to function ”, — then, the answer is as follows — 

TEXT (688) 

The momentary existence of a thing consists merely in its being 

PRODUCED FROM ITS CAUSE , AND THE ‘ CONTINUITY IN THE 
CHAIN ’ ALSO (OF EVERY SUCCEEDING THING) IS DUE TO 
BEING PRODUCED FROM EACH PRECEDING THING — (688) 

COMMENTARY 

Momentary things are admitted to exist only as being produced from 
their causes, and what is called their ‘ sthiti ’, ‘status’, consists only m 
their acquiring their own selves, — and not m their taking up their form sub- 
sequently to their having acquired their status , as by themselves all things 
are momentary, and hence incapable of staying at any time subsequent 
to their coming mto existence — Or, if the thing did so exist, it would 
never cease to exist, it should be there as before , and even subsequently, 
it would remain the same , or else, it would have to renounce its own nature 
— In the ‘ Cham the production of each succeeding Product is due to the 
immediately preceding cause So that eveq here, there is nothing that 
could be done by the Momentum in question — (688) 

Says the Opponent—" Well then, the Momentum in question would 
establish what is not-momentary ” 

Answer — 


TEXTS (689-690). 

[What is not-momentary] does not appear in any other form , — op 

WHAT THEN COULD THE MOMENTUM BE THE ‘ ESTABLISHER ’ 1 

Nor has this Momentum been found to have causal 

CHARACTER , THE CAUSE THEN MAY’ CONSIST OF THIS 

Momentum or something else Further, the 
Momentum in question has been held to be 

A QUALITY THAT RE-ESTABLISHES WHAT HAS 
BEEN ALREADY PRODUCED, — SUCH FOR 
EXAMELE, AS THE Cloth — WHAT THERE- 
FORE HAS BEEN CALLED A ' QUALITY ’ 

and ‘ Momentum ’ is not 
possible — -(6S9-690) 

COMMENTARY 

It has been already pointed out that the .thing that is not-momentary 
run never becomo otherwise than it is, and hence its status is there ala ays, — 
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so that there would be nothing to bo established by tho quality in question, 
estabhsher of status. Elasticity 

It might bo argued that — “ The Quality ma\ not bo the estabhsher , 
it may be the producer of the Moment itself ” 

The answer to tins is that this Momentum has not been found to haic 
causal character , the conviction regarding the rc«ifit\ of the truth about 
things is always dependent upon the Means of Right Cognition, and ir* a 
matter of fact the causal character of Momentum, — as something different 
from well-known causes — is not definiteh recognised in Hungs like the Cloth* 
by Perception and Eon-apprehension, — or as sometlung different from the 
ordinary effects, as in the organs like the ejes , hence the notion jn question 
cannot be based upon any such character 

If it be argued that— “even though its caudal polony h.i« not hfli 
perceived, yet the fact of its being the Cause might bo presumed ” 

If that be so, then Momentum, or anything else, hie the Parrot, tho 
Crane, etc , might bo the Cause, -i e presumed lo bo ns such The fact ol 
its not being perceived does not constitute a po-iti\o peculiar feature. 
w tuo of which it could bo only by presuming tho Momentum, -and no lung 
0 [ st) , — even though its potency has not been perceived, -that von should b, 

Sat,S S d » matter of fact, tho Momentum in quest, on has not been hcUU>> 
vou to bo the cause ot production , m fact it is hold to be a qual.ti >n *»“"*• 
fg 1 aolh fS a Wy produced, which m^^ftsfonner,.^ 

and ra this it is of no use, as already explained "bolt - production, 

(for argument’s sake) tho possibility of its mg „ , t j HW may Iw 

that tho above objection lias been dm 

some oao who may cross beyond tho bmi , „ ,j| that has 

Tho last sentence-' What therejon, etc ete -suwus i 

boon said above — (OSfl-GflO) 


a, am . «. r— - <*>— •— * “* ' M '"‘ 

and Demerit ’ — 

TEXT (001) 

Mind, Mini's Contact asd the ^les' Foncr^° rmr kim» 


COMMENTARY 


DU 

, , UniWs tlw fruits of an nd l» >»' 
.•Thu Unseen Force (Dcst.nyO >- h , lh „ of tlw W 

DMt ^„ . «-w a tu . »« . a - 

" - — - 
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Such is the account of the Unseen Force provided by the other party 
Inasmuch as the Soul, the Mind, and the contact of these — which have 
been regarded as the cause of the said Force, — have been already rejected 
bofore, — there can be no Cause for the said Force , and hence it is concluded 
that it cannot be existent 

As regards Sound, that lias been held to be the Quality of Alaska , — 
it has been already rejected above, when it came under review, apart from 
its proper place. Hence objections against it are not repeated here. — (691) 


End of Chapter XI 



CHAPTER XII. 

Examination of the Oategoiy of ' Action'. 

COMMENTARY 

The Author next proceeds to set forth the 'objections against the 
Yauhesika category of 1 Karma ’, Action — 


TEXT (692) 


ItT THINGS THAT aKE IN A ‘ PERPETUAL FLUX \ ANY ACTION, IN THE SHAPE 
OF ‘ THROWING TO ’ AND THE UKE, IS IMPOSSIBLE , BECAUSE IT 
CEASES AT THE VERY PLACE WHERE IT IS BORN, AND 
HENCE IT CANNOT GET AT ANY OTHER 
PLACE — (692) 


COMMENTARY 

‘•The Sutra on this point is-' Going up. going down, contracting, 

or Olod) with the upper laj . ’ , , __ Tit0 Action which is 

lower layers of it, that Action is , o own ' —When a straight 

the causa of effects contrary to t ese is ? , , > ns ]>ns been thus 

object becomes curved, this Action is called ^ ^ 

described —When oi a straight o jec (separated) from the points 

shape of the Ringer and the rest, become ^ th(J , und pnrt still 

of AlStha with which they have ^ ^ ^ ob j BC t the shape 

remains m contact with those P° ’ n JS CH j Ied < Contracting ’ —When 

of the Arm becomes curved , on m Q mnnncr contmrs to tlio one 

the Conjunction and Disjunctio PP , B ],tened ogam , tlus Action h 

thus described, the whole ° b J ect becomes the cause of Conjunctions and 
colled ‘ Expanding m diverse places, is the Action i ailed 

Disjunctions with several stray cause of Coi.junct.ons «... 

i Goiug ’ -The ffrst four forms nnd AlSslia , uh.lo Gowbriae- 

Disjunctions ruthweU defined parts P pom ts in space m union 

nbout Conjunctions and Action Such other actions 

as Gomg Round, Flowing, Evacuotmg 
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‘ Going ’ — All these five lands of Action are established as having then 
existence indicated by such effects as Conjunction and Disjunction sub- 
sisting in solid objects Conjunction and Disjunction are the effects common 
to all Actions , this is what establishes the existence of the effects of Action 
It is proved by direct Perception also , as lias been thus described — ‘ Number, 
Dimension, Separateness, Conjunction, Disjunction, Priority and Posteriority 
and Action subsist in coloured (solid) objects, and hence are perceptible 
to the Eye ’ (Vaishtsxka-siitra) ” 

Such in brief is the scheme of the other Paity 

As regards tlus, Conjunction and Disjunction having been already 
rejected, what lias been put forward as the ‘ Effect * of Action cannot be 
admitted If what is put forward as the Reason for postulating Action 
is its effect in the shape of such Conjunction and Disjunction as consist of 
being produced in juxtaposition and so forth, — even so, the Reason would 
be fallible * (and Inconclusive) , because the concomitance of such Conjunc- 
tion and Disjunction Math Action is in nowise admitted* (or proved) - — 
On the other hand, the Reason is concomitant with the contrary of the Pro- 
bandum, so that it is also ' Contradictory ’ —If merely the existence 
of a Cause is meant to be proved, then the Reasoning is superfluous ; because 
the fact of Air and such other things being the cause of the said Conjunction 
and Disjunction is accepted by us also —If a particular character (of the 
Cause) be meant to be proved, then the Conclusion is annulled by Inference 
For instance, when the Action appears in a Substance, does it appear in a 
momentary substance f Or in a non-momentary (permanent) substance ’ 
It cannot appear in the momentary substance, because it ceases to exist— 
ecomes destroyed— at the very spot where it comes into existence, and 
hence it cannot get at any other spot This Inference may be formulated as 
nows u hen a thing ceases to exist at a certain spot, it cannot subsequently 

L 1 nU j ° thOT s P° fc '~-« 8 thB L amp and such tlungs ,— all the tlungs m 
quesfon do cease at the very spot where they come into existence , -hence 

desued tnY PP fr " ,UOh IS C ° ntrary t0 a character wider than the one 

e proved (by the opposite party) — (692) 

in till InfcrenlT 8 T**! aT* 8 that the Reason set forth (by the Buddhist, 
the Inference just cited) ,s not • Fallible ■ (or Inconclusive) _ 


TEXT (693) 

UE SMffil™ 1 ' ALS0 3475 ASSERTED THA * r THE TIME OF AoMON lb 
Q TO THE TIME OF THE BIRTH OF THE OBJECT, EVEN 

such: things as the Lamp-flame, which are 

ADMITTED (BY HIM ALSO) TO BE FLEETING 
IN THEIR CHARACTER — (693) 

COMMENTARY 

WpTamo iTtcWtedT 1 ^ t0 k® fleeting m then character ;-e g the 
admitted to bo something which ceases very qu.ckly * and 
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oven m these, Action appears onlv aftci they arc born,— ip como mto 
oxistonco , and liaio boon held to last onlv for 'six moments’, and only to 
that oxtont, not momentary (lasting) — (093) 


The following Text shows how this is so — 


TEXTS (691-695) 

(1) (At the first moment) these is contact with the Cause,— 

(2) THEN THE APPEARANCE OF THE GENERIC CHARACTER, 

THEN (3) SOME COMMOTION IN THE PARTS OF THE OBJECT, 

THK[f (4) THE DISRUPTION OF THE PARTS,— THEN 

(5) THE DESTRUCTION OF THE CONTACT,— THEN 
(6) THE DESTRUCTION OF THE OBJECT , IN 
THIS WAY, EVEN IN THE CASE OF THE 

Lamp-frame and suoh things, what 
has been held is that they last 
for sre moments only 
(691-695) 


COMMENTARY 

Ror instance (1) abut conies ft* - 
lause,— (2) then the moment of ^^^'^^^^pgnent'ports, — then (D t' 1B 

Ching produced, -(3) then (g) P tho struct, on of tho Con- 

nomenfc of disjunction o i V tb0 destruction of tho objec 

unction that, produced the Ump-fiamo, u hat has been 

teeU ,-m this way, in the case of ung* ' thcrft bemg no momontari 

held is that they last for six any nctt on, the Act.cn of all 

object (for the Opponent) ' rtuch “ , tha birt h of tho objects -So 

active objects must ho such as appco ^ ^ ;ioUung c]s0 that could 

that our Reason is not ™^°\i’_-{G8i-095) 
be momentary (for the other part>)-d 

, , lw momcntnrv character of 

It might be ashed Even ' ™ “ t tto tunc of tbc.r b.rlh f ” 

Things, why jJrfX «* *•"**" 

Tlie answer to tins is 
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TEXTS (696-697) 

____ TO SEPARATION FROM THE POSTERIOR SHOT, AND 
^ " ^H - -“OT, THAT THE 0»» - BE 
LLeD to BE ‘ GOING ’ C « MOTION ’), OB TO BE THE SUB- 
OF ANN OTHER ACTION WHEN THE MOBILE 

hsbson dobs not bast even fob a moment — 

even THOUGH SUCH A PERSON BE EXTREMELY 
SHALE, THEBE IS NO 'POSSIBILITY OF 
PASSING OVER TO ANOTHER SPOT 
REMOVED BY THE MINUTEST 




COMMENTARY 

When It is possible for an object to become separated from the place 
behind it —and to come into contact with the place before it, then it can ho 
said to be « going 1 ; or for another thing, to be the substratum of such actions 
as E’xnonding and the rest ; all this cannot be said in regard to any otto things 
—such as Alaska —The object that lasts only for one moment however 
cannot be so long as to admit of its abandoning the place behind it and 
then passing over to that before it, because at the moment of its existence itself 
it is within the clutches of disappearance (destruction) , and as such it is 
unable to pass over to the other place —Hence no Action is possible even 
at the tune of the birth (of the object) Nor is it possible at either of the 
two ends . because at the time in question, this cannot be determined Thus 
then, as regards the object which does not last even for a single moment, * 
the possibility of its passing over to a remote place may rest awhile , it is 
not possible for it to pass over even the minutest space Under the circum- 
stances, how can there be any Action in what is momentary ? — (G98-G97) 

Nor can there be Action in a non -momentary object , — this is what is 
shown m the following — 


TEXT (698) 

Lff CASE THE OBJECT IS SOMETHING- lasting, ‘ GOING ’ AND THE BEST 
ABE ALL IMPOSSIBLE , BECAUSE SUCH AH OBJECT SHOULD REMAIN 
THE SAME UNDER ALL CONDITIONS — (698) 

COMMENTARY, 

That object is said to be * non 'momentary'* which remains m the same 
form always , it is all the more impossible for any Action to appear m such 
an object , ns, hko Alaska, it remains always m the same condition, — This 
argument mnv be thus formulated — If an object remains always the same, 
it can liavo no Action , — as in the case of Alaska , — the object regarded as 
non-momentary * is nlwaj s of the same condition , — hence there is appro- 
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honsion of something contrary to what is wider (than the Conclusion of the 
Opponent) — (G98) 

Tho following might bo urged — “ Even if the non-momentary- object is 
aluays the same, — inasmuch as, by its very nature, it has the form of the 
* moving entity ’, — it could have Action , hcnco our Reason is not Tnron- 
clusnc ” 

The answer to this is pint idl'd m the following — 

TEXTS (699-700) 

If the action of Going and the best constituted the terv essence 
of the ‘ Moving Entity then, thts latter could not 

STAY IMMOBILE FOE EVEN A SINGLE MOMENT , BECAUSE 
EVEN WHEN THE Going, ETC ARE NOT THERE, 

THEY SHOULD CERTAINLY BE THERE, — INAS- 
MUCH AS THE OBJECT HAS NOT RENOUNCED ITS 
PREVIOUS FORM, AND IS EXACTLY AS IT 
WAS AT THE TIME OF THE APPEARANCE 

of the Going, etc — (699-700) 


COMMENTARY. 

If such objects as DovadaUa and the like, which are hold to be nan - 

momentary were, by their very nature, connected with tho Actions of Go, no, 
momentary, wer , never stand nnmovmg . os 

27.ra.eing «. and Hence m the case of those, -Den- 

the Going nature « o.dd alwmj-s be there^^n ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ th#wl# 

datta, etc , who are en ow ^ ^ sten ding immobile,— tho said actions of 
no Going » e even __ ng aj> fhe tl!ae oS the appearance of those 

ST— ““ £>«** - ■" *•- • t ' M p "””" ' 

nature— (699-700) TEXTS (701-702) 

„„ „,.- D the OBJECTS WERE, BY THEIR NATURE, Or THE 

-=r 

WOULD STILL EE OF THE NATURE OF THE 
• MOBILE ENTITY -BECAUSE 
-SOT HAVE RENOUNCED ITS PREVIOUS 

nature .-^ 5,1 as at TIIE TnrE r .^ EN 

Twas not moving -(701-702) 

COMMENTARY 

i w. held that tlie object, bv its 

a *•» « ri 'SSTZS7U ’ 
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The particle 1 adi ‘ etc ’ ; is meant to include the actions of Throwing 
up and the test 

Under such circumstances, even when there would be actual going, etc f 
the object would be immobile , because it lias not renoimced its immobile 
nature , — exactly as m the unmovmg condition 

‘ Praspanda ' is Action 

In the term ‘ mshchalalmakakSlavat ’, the ‘ Vati ’ — affix has been 
added to the compound with the Locative ending — [tlio meaning being 
‘ as at the time, etc etc ’] — (701-702) 

It might be argued that — “ it is not of the same form , it is of both 
forms, going (mobile) and not-going (immobile) , hence the criticism urged is 
not applicable , and the Reason too is ‘ unproven ’ ” 

The answer to this is provided in the following — 


TEXT (703) 

If the object were mobile at one time and immobile- at another, 

THEN, INASMUCH AS TWO MUTUALLY DIFFERENT CHARACTERS 
WOULD BE THERE, IT WOULD BE TWO DIFFERENT 

OBJECTS — (703) 


COMMENTARY. 

The 1 c ha ’ after ‘ elada ’ should be construed after ‘ptinah ’ 

What is meant is that, in the manner suggested, as the mutually coa- 
racbctory characters of mobility and immobility would be imposed upon 
it, the object would cease to be one. — (703) 

that The oh^°'f ln ^ s * lovrs that * or the above reason, it becomes established 

tnat the object is momentary — 


XhiAT (704). 

It is clearly seen that tu p imnn Jny , ___ 

OF THE PKESFN-rw I ENTIRELY DIFFERENT , BECAUSE 

° F C0NTK ^ICT0RY PROPERTIES , — LIKE TWO 
naWS ° F ™ ® MOVING AND ANOTHER NOT 

moving —(704) 

COMMENTARY. 

1 LilJ < w n ~^ e tiungs m tlle ™°bile and immobile Btates, 

and the MountahlXot ^ " the 

^ Author nmce^ ° £ ^ ° PP ° n6nt ’ s taolus, on 

also .- AUth0r prooeeds that it is annulled by Percept 
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TEXT (705), 

WITH REASON, IS HE TER ACTUALLY 

perceived — (705) 

COMMENTARY 

S " “ C“ »“‘" i ■ *«* 

Action * never poromveda Zrtl lnT at tt P>«“ .-«nd 

wo th«, sare ~~c ^ : Co r et,> tof ti,e ob ^-- 

non-evstent) A, a m " ^ P ™ d (and W 

o acrsr or iflcD, Action never becomes manifest »» env 

Sense-perception, as anything apart from the Colour, etc of the ob.nrt n‘« 
vlrbaTetm" ‘ J^ itl0n * regards such not, one associated wdh 

Zv L3 r n p " Thr r^ ° P ’ ‘“""""S down - and the hke,- 
2 T , P * rc ^ h0n ’ f0r the "V reason that they are abated 

ZncTd !a Pre ?' 0n N ” *" th6y com r 5atlble with reason, if taken as 
associated with a distmct category m the shape of « Action 1 , because what 

are really seen are only the Colour, ate as produced under certain conditions , 
and the verbal expressions (names) also are applied only to these latter, m 
accordance With Convention —This has ;ust been explained, when it was 
pointed out that no movement is possible ,n things either permanent or 
impermanent 

Thus it is not proved, as asserted, that the existence of Actmi) js proved 
by Perception itself — (705) 

Tho above arguments are summed up in the following — 


TEXT (706) 

Thus ' Going ’ and the rest are impossible either m permanent 

OR IMPERMANENT THINGS , BECAUSE IT IS NOT POSSIBLE FOB 
THEM EITHER TO BE SEPARATED FROM THEIR FORMER PLACE, 

OR TO GET AT ANOTHER PLACE — (706) 

COMMENTARY 

< trhns l e because it has been discarded by Inference and Perception, 

as just shown above. 

1 Because it s s not possible, etc etc ’ i e because separation from tho 
former place is not possible , and because junction with another jilncc is 
not possible Tbe words are to be construed m tho respective order —(705) 

Question — “ B this us so, then how is it that people speak of Going J ” 
Answer — 
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TEXT (707) 

e notion of ' Going ’ is an illusion, — as in the Lamp-flame, — 
due to the appearance of different but si mil a r things 

BEING FOUND CONSECUTIVELY IN DIVERSE PLACES — (707) 
COMMENTARY 

‘ Different but similar things ' , — ‘ different ’ and ‘ similar ’ are 
mpounded first, — then that compound is compounded with ‘ things ’ — 
' these different and similar things, — there is appearance (birth) — which 
consecutive, — i e in a place other than that of its own Cause, — when 
h appearance is seen, there arises, from it, the notion that it is ‘ going ’ , 
|ust as m the case of the Lamp-flame, when it is bemg earned by someone, 
ere appears the notion that ‘ the Lamp-flame is moving ’ ; while certainly 
e same Lamp-flame does not move from one place to another , because it 
is been held (even by the Vaishesi&a) to last for sue moments only. Further, 
let is called the ‘ birth ’ (appearance) of a thing consists in mere Being, 
arely devoid of any preceding or succeeding end ; and the apprehension 
such * birth ’ or ‘ appearance ’ is only natural. 

Or ' janmanah ’ may be construed as Ablative , — the sense being— 
lecattse things are born consecutively, therefore different and similar things 
i perceived in different places ’ — (707) 


End of Chapter on * Action 



CHAPTER XIIJ. 
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- • tlv m J T “ “» ^ ih. c.,,^ 


TEXT (708) 

SUBSTANCE AM) OTHER CATEGORIES HAVING BEES REJECTED, THE ‘TJm- 
JLS0 HAVE BECOTIE REJECTED, AS THEY HAVE ALL BETS' 

assumed T0 subsist k the three Categories -(70S) 


COMMENTARY 

’,—i e the Genuses These are held to bo subsistent in 
Categories,— Substance, Quality and Action , and hence become dis- 
carded by the rejection of these Categories themselves, as without the Sub- 
stratum, the Subsistent cannot exist anywhere , for if it did, it would not bo 
subsistent at all. 

The mention of the * Unit ersal ’ is only by way of an illustration . tiio 
Ultimate Individualities also are held to be subsistent, as subsisting in GKimato 
Substances ; hence these also become discarded by tho rejection of their 
substratum — (708) 


Even though the 1 Universal ’ has been discarded, let tbo Author is 
desirous of putting forward special objections against it, and as until tho 
character of tho thing is known, a criticism of it is not possible, he proceeds 
to describe tho character of the ‘ Universal ’ and the ‘ Particular ’ — 


TEXTS (700-711) 

The ‘ Universal ’ is postulated by the other party in the follow tv, 
MASKER “ It IS OF TWO KINDS — ‘ BEING ’ B l ‘ UNIVERSAL ’ WHICH 
is ‘ Universal ’ only,— as it pervades over all things , 
Substance ’ and the rest, while being ‘ Universals 

ABE ALSO SPOKEN OF AS ‘PARTICULARS’, BECAUSE K 
REGARD TO THEIR OWN SUBSTRATA, THEY BECOME THE 
CAUSE OF THEIR COMPREHENSIVE NOTION, AND ALSO 
SERVE TO DIFFERENTIATE THEIR SUBSTRATA FROM ALL 
THINGS BELONGING TO OTHER ‘ UnIVERS ALS ’ , 

—AND IN THIS WAY THEY ALSO BECOME THE CAUSE 
OF THE EXCLUSIVE NOTION OF THOSE 
SUBSTRATA ”—(709-711) 


COIDIENTABY. 


The ‘ Universal * is of two kmds-tho Higher and tho Lower ; 
the highest ‘Universal’, it is called ‘Universal-, ‘common , 


* Being ’ i* 
because it 
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forms the basis of only a comprehensive notion m regard to all its tliree sub- 
strata — Substance, Quality and Action , fox this same reason it is not a 
‘ Particular ’ at all 

The Tower land of * Universal ’ is m the form of ‘ Substance ' Action ’ 
and so forth , tins kind is called Universal ’ (Genus, Glass) in so far as it 
is the basis of the comprehensive notion of its substrata, in the shape of Sub- 
stances, etc and though being * Universal it is also called * Particular 
in so far aa it serves as the basis of the exclusive notion of its substratum as 
distinguished from things belonging to other ‘Universals’. Par instance, 
m regard to Quality, there arise such exclusive notions as ‘it is not-Sub- 
stance ’, 1 it lias no qualities * and so forth ,, and the cause (basis) of these 
must consist m such ‘ Universals ' as ‘ Substance 1 and ‘ Quality ’, — not m 
anything else , because there are no suoli things as * not-Substance 1 and 
so forth There is no incongruity m the same thing being both * universal ’ 
and ‘ particular when it is taken relatively to other things. This is what 
the Text means. — (709-711) 

The Author states the definition of ‘ Ultimate Individuality *, as provided 
by the other party — ' 


TEXT (712) 

‘ There are some ‘ Particulars j which serve as the basis or 

‘ EXCLUSION ’ ONLY , THESE HAVE BEEN DESCRIBED AS 

* Ultimate Individualities subsisting in 
eternal Substances — ( 712 ) 


COMMENTARY 

There are some ‘ Particulars ’ which aro held to be ' Particulars ’ tmK 

rrrti**”” ““ “• *■- 

“ IVlueh are these 7 ” 

Ansucr—' These have been defined, etc etc’ w u ■ , , 

(m the Vaishesila-SiUra) that-' Ultimate rJ,„ a, v * l declared 

eternal Substances are the ultimate ‘” S “ 

Substances 1 0 subsist,™ a*' ;h , '' Subsisting m eternal 

As Atoms J Time ’ S P ace > Soul aad *** 

liberated Souls and liberated ir \? mnB nnd end ~° f the Universe,— and 
R.«h.rcb.rthXc,e andTencef t0 eS ' St 4,11 tl)0 <® d the 

subsisting them !m i been 

these that the said Individual t 6 ’ ? P eoia hy as R is only m 

sistence too L T dm lUn!lt,es ore more elearly perceived Their Sub 
reason^ f* ** A ‘° m Ttas ^ 
■n eternal Substances’ — Tho=eare call d°‘ u , tunate and ns ‘ subsisting 

because they servo os the basis ^ ed 1 wAe{ “ > ‘ Specific Individualities •, 
stances from ono ^ ^ £?****? Sub! ■ 

substratum from everything else ( 712 ) ° SP ®° l£y ’ ^tmgrnsh', their 
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The question arising— “How is the existence of these Specific In- 
dividualities proved ” — the following answor is given — 


TEXT (713) 

'• INASMUCH AS IT IS ON THE STRENGTH OE THESE THAT MYSTICS HAVE 
THE NOTIONS,— nr CONNECTION WITH THE ATOM AND OTHER ETERNAL 
SUBSTANCES, — THAT ‘ THIS IS DIFFERENT FROM THAT \ — THESE 
ARE REGARDED AS SUBSISTING IN EACH OF THESE 
SUBSTANCES ” — (713) 


COMMENTARY 

It is found tliat people like ourselves have, in regard to the Ox,— the 
notion of the ‘ Ox ’ as distinguished from the ‘ Horse through the presence 
of a particular shape, qualities, action and constituents,— these notions 
appearing m the form respectively of ‘ the Ox, white, fast moving, fat-lmmpcd. 
with a large bell ’ m the same manner, in people different from us, such ns 
Mystics, there appears,— in regard to each of the eternal objects, Atoms, 
Liberated Souls and Liberated Minds, -the exclusive notion that this is 
, „ , , h 1 1 „...i fl i s0 w hon the same object is seen at another 

different from the , ,i as ' this is the some ’ , of such notions 

tune and place, there is roc ^‘ ’ ^ arB du0 ]S hoW to consist m 

there bemg no other basis, tha > hos0 ' exis(0nc0 IS mfarred from the 
the ‘ultimate S P 8 “ fic ^ ^ " s _^, oh of these Indmdunhtios subsists 
peculiar experience of y ^ w provcd by ths direct porcoption 

iii its ow & substratum, and- tlia 
of the Mystics — (713) 

U» — »• ' ' I®""*”' t “""" 

proved f 

Answer , — 

TEXT (714) 

“ SWH ‘ ^^iEYOUO^OR BYDmECT PEBOErTION , A. 

• BEING ’ AND THE REST ARE FOUND 
-rs- «« Sense-oroans 


COMMENTARY 

1 11, at when one thing follows the presrnto 

etc. follows the pivtowce and abson 
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wherefore then could the said notion not he regarded as produced by the 
Sense-oigans, — just like any other Cognition through the Sense-organs 7 If 
it were not so regarded, then it would lead to an absurdity — (714) 

The following Text seeks to prove the existence of ‘ Specific Individual- 
ities ’ bv means of Inference also — 


TEXT (715) 

“ The existence of these is cognised by means of Inference 

AESO A DISTINCTIVE NOTION MUST BE DEE TO A 
DIFFERENT CAUSE ” — (715) 

COMMENTARY 

‘ A distinctive notion ' — a notion of a ktnd different from that of things 
like Substance, etc 

‘ Due to a different cause ’, — whose birth is due to other causes 

The inference may be thus formulated —When one notion is different 

m form from another, it must be due to a cause other than the latter, 

like the notion of ‘ Colour * in regard to the Cloth, the Leather and the 
Blanket - of tins same kind is the notion of ‘ bying ’ m regard to Substance, 
etc lienee tins is a natural reason [for assuming a different cause for it! 
m the form of the 1 Enivei sal ’] — Such is the view of the other Party (the 
Xijuira- Vaishesika) — (715) 


The sense of the same argument is shown by setting forth tile arguments 
propounded bv Bhavwilta — 


TEXTS (716-720) 

AND ™ Elephast ’ peculiarities 

to of C AKD and Ideas— must be due 

IIZZZ ?* TH f N Cw ™ TOJr ' Body, etc 

taking to the Cow and the Elepilvnt, they 

1 LATTER FEBEXT 1110311 ™ E I ^ AJIES AND IDE VS OF THESE 

Z ~ L1KB TKr ' Xames and Ideas 'with calf’ 

' * _ Z™ TIlK 00 AD ’ (respectively) as applied to the 

D COM and Elephant The qualifying clause 
; 1 BEC f ADDED FDH the purpose of excluding the 
warps Horns’ and such other non-entities 
* AME AND Idea of the other things 
are THE Corroborative Instance 

per DISSIMILARITY 
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(B) The Idea pervading over add Cows proceeds from something 

DIFFERENT FROM THE BODY OF THE CoW s — BECAUSE IT APPEARS 
AS A DIFFERENTIATOR, — LIKE THE IDEA OP THE 

' Blue ’ and the like 

(C) "The 'universal’ Cm is something dipferent from the 

‘ INDIVIDUAL ’ Cow, — BECAUSE IT POEMS THE OBJECT OP A DIFFERENT 
IDEA LIKE THE IDEA OF .THE COLOUR AND OTHER QUALITIES OP 
THE SAME Cow, — ALSO BECAUSE IT (THE UNIVERSAL) IS SPOKEN OF 
AS BELONGING TO THAT (THE INDIVIDUAL), — JUST AS THE HORSE 
IS SPOKEN OP AS BELONGING TO ChailTB. " — (716-720) 


COMMENTARY 

BMmmlla has argued as follows — “ In regard to such things as the 
Cow, Horse, Buffalo, Boar, Elephant, etc , the peculiarities of Name—' Cow ’, 
etc —and Idea must be due to a cause related to the form of each animal, 
but different from such causes os Convention, Shape, Body and tlio like 
this is the Pronouncement (of the Conclusion) -{The Reason ,s tlusj- 
Bocanse while appertaining to the Cow, etc, they are Names and Ideas 
different from the Names and Ideas of the Body, etc 

Names and Ideas relatmg to the same ammals os- the Cow with the W 
• the Bullock with the load \ ' the Bear with the dart , the Elephant with 
the E-oad ’ and so forth— The Corroborative Instances per dissimilarity are 
£ EL“dS„, ol forms o. .h. » - 

from this that tins ‘other causa' must be the ‘Universale , Cow , 

„„ » m .to. - «-• ~ * 1 

■ abhidlt&mprajHamvismSh ' , p da >_ Bo dy the 

Causes related to and m keepmg with the Form of each 

regard to its Name and Idea and notions 

„ ■ r? 3CSSS 2 £S=— - * - "• 

rest being understood as before 

- ■-* 

appertaining io the Cow, etc _ IS to bo expounded ns— ‘ Became 

The compound setting fo Names end Ideas relating <> 

they have Names and Ideas Bw u . w ™ as the Cormhora 

the^edy, etc ' ^ " 

tive Instance per ^muhnly , as m 
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other than the Names and Ideas of the Body is absent ; and hence the Reason 
adduced is also absent in them 

VddyotaUtra [under Hyayavarlika on 2. 2. 61, page 31D et seq ] has stated 
the argument as follows — “ The Idea pervading over all Cows proceeds from 
a Cause other than the Body, etc , — because it appears as a differentiator, — 
like the Idea of the Blue, etc — Or again, the ‘ Universal ’ Cow is something 
different from the individual Cow, — because it is the object of a different 
Idea, — like Colour and Touch, etc., — also because it is spoken of as belonging 
to tins latter, — just as the Horse is spoken of as helonging to Chaitra, and as 
something different from Chaitra ” 

All these arguments have been set forth in these Texts They are easily 
intelligible — (7 16-720) 

The Author answers all these arguments in the following — 


TEXTS (721-722) 


Am, TBS HAS NO ESSENCE IN IT , ED IS -AN ELABORATION OF A MERE 
THEORY ; THERE IS NO EVIDENCE AT AM ES SUPPORT OP IT. AS A 
MATTER OE PACT, THE NOTIONS OP ' BEING ’, ETO ARB NOT 
FOUND TO PROCEED FROM THE FUNCTIONING OF THE 

Sense-organs , they arise from a body op 
Conventions — (721-722) 


COMMENTARY 


of 'i!l rr a TeXl 7J4 ’ aW) that tbe {aot the notions 
presence of’ the onTV ° f Sens °-P Brc ®P tl0n » deduced from tho 

,t J8 moan , alT , ® ense ‘° r gana -If, by the Reason here adduced, 
the Senses then * f° ll0ns follow “°mediately after the operation of 
: dm,tted ’ ; b — - * b ey «• o* the nature 
verbal evpres.mn) “ b ° dy °‘ ° 0nv6ntl0nB (bearing upon the 

^.ant Doton u,LteTo E mSr-(S-mr Sen5e -° P ° ratl0n aad tha 

-hoiiofide^^r 001 " 8 G bSSIS ' tUrWtly ° r ‘be 

evplnnalton C -— ntl ° n ^ questlon > the Author supplies the foliowmg 
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TEXTS (723-728) 

In the case op the Dhdin, Hantati . etc , it Is found that there „ 

BESENT IN THEM, EITHER SINGLE" OR COLLECTIVELY, THE POTENCY 
TO REMOVE VARIOUS DISEASES , AND YET THERE IS NO ^nZ sIl ’ 

C "Y } ” "* ™ ■“ *®«r. be™1 

• ^ THE DI3EASES IS r0 ™D TO BE QUICK AND DELAYED - 

f CAN AJ, T DrraKSE PECULIAR PROPERTIES BE PRODUOED IN THE 
UNIVERSAL , THROUGH THE DIVERSITIES OF THE SOIL, ETC 
BECAUSE IT REMAINS ALWAYS IN ONE AND THE SAME FORM, THE 
SAID DIVERSE PROPERTIES, HOWEVER, ARE PRESENT IN THE Dhtitri, 

etc Thus though, as a rule, things are entirely differ- 
ent, YET SOME OF THEM HAVING WELL-DEFINED POTENCIES ARE 
CONCEIVED OF AS Similar, AND HENCE THESE THINGS BECOME 
THE BASrS OF THE CONCEPTION OF Similarity, ETO ,— NOT OTHER 

things — (723-726) 

COMMENTARY 


Dtein and some other fruits, though of entirely different forms, are 
yet, severally or jointly, endowed with the capacity to remove various 

diseases, — even without any comprehensive entity embracing them all 

It cannot be right to urge that — “ even in this case it is only a comprehensive 
‘ Universal ’ that does the effeotrre act ”, for the simple reason that there 
is no such common ' Universal ’ over them capable of performing the various 
fruitful acts If there were such a common ‘Universal’, there could he 
no possibility of the notion that people have, of the capacity of removing 
diseases quickly or slowly that is found in only some Dhiilri, etc and thot 
at only certain times , as the ‘ Universal ' would ba of only ono uniform 
character — Nor can it he right to assert that — ” the said Universal itsolf 
performs the diverse fruitful acts, when it acquires certain peculiar properties 
duo to the soil as watered by milk and such things ”, — because the * Universal ’ 
is, ex hypotheev, eternal, and hence incapable of having any peculiar properties 
produced by anything else ; and hence no such properties could ho produced 
in it by the diversities of Soil and such things , because the 1 Universal ’ is 
always of one and the same form As for the Dhatrl, etc , on tho other 
hand, they are evanescent things and hence diverse properties are produced 
m them by the diversities of Soil, etc , and hence they become endowed with 
the diverse potencies of curing diseases — In the same manner, othor things 
also, like the Jar, are produced out of their Causal Ideas in such forms 
that by their very nature they como to be conceived of as of ono and tho 
same form. Hence there is no difficulty in this case 

The term ‘ etc ' m the expression ‘ the tests of the conception of similarity, 
etc', is meant to include the capacity to perform such fruitful acts os the 
holding of water and the like — (722-720) 


The question being-” How is it proved that * the Body of Conventions ’ 
comes between (the functioning of the Senses and t h o spp C amnce of tho 
notions of Names, etc ) l ’’-the Answer is provided in tho following 
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TEXTS (727-729) 


Asa, teat the expression ' Being ’ (Existence) is meant to convey 
is ONiiY the idea oe capacity for action , it is in this sense that 
the Convention is established, in regard to the things in 

QUESTION, OR TO ANY OTHER THING, ACCORDING TO THE WHIM (OF 

people) — Persons using the term * go ’ (^Ox ’ or ‘ Cow ’) 

ESTABLISH THE CONVENTION IN REGARD TO THE TERM AS 
APPLICABLE TO THINGS SERVING SUCH DIVERSE PURPOSES AS 

carrying, yielding milk and so forth — Thus it is that 

ALL THESE NOTIONS OP ‘ BEING ’ AND THE REST ARE 
POUND TO PROCEED PROM THE CONCEPTION OP 

these Conventions, and not immediately 

AFTER THE FUNCTIONING OP THE SENSE- 

organs — (727-729) 


COMMENT ABY 

The notions of 1 Being ’ and the rest can never appear in persons who are 
not cognisant of the Conventions hearing upon those terms , if they did, then 
there would be no use m establishing the Conventions at all Thus it is 
that the makers of Convention apply the term * existent ’ (Being), on noticing 
a certain identity (among things) indicated by the fact of their performing 
similar functions ; and it is in regard to such things that the notion of ‘ Being * 
appears 

* Or to any other thing ' , — i e of the expression ’ Entity 
Similarly m the case of the terms go ’ (‘ Ox * or * Cow *) and the rest % 
tho Convention bearing upon them is made upon their capacity for such 
actions as carrying and the like Hence, after the Convention has been 
made, when people come to use the term, — even when the Ox is seen, the 
previous Convention steps in and the name * Ox * comes to the mind ; and 
tho idea that it exists * comes only later in a clear form In some cases, 
through repeated use, the whole process passes through the mind so quickly 
that every step m it is not fully realised i but it is quite clearly distinguished 
by persons who have used the term for only a short time 

The whole matter is thus summed up . — From all this, it follows that on 
account of tho intervention of the body of Conventions, the notions in 
question cannot be said to be directly perceptible , because it is not reasonable 
to regard ns perceived ’ things that are cognised only indirectly ; as such 
a process would lead to absurdities -(727-720) 

Tho following Text proceeds to show that for the following reason 
a so, tho notions of ‘ Being etc are 'effects of memory, and have to be 
treated as so many Remembrances, and cannot be regarded as ‘Perception’ : 
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TEXT (730) 

At first, every OoGNimoN appears in a form „„ 

„ C0MES „ co E ^r Ba 

hence the notions in question PARTAKE of the * ’ 

UEE 0F Remembrance,— fob that reason 
also —(730) 

COMMENTARY 

As a matter of fact, there is no Convention bearing „p 0n the • Spec, fir 
Peculiarity (of Tilings), and ,t is only after one has seen L Zu 

from ah o . det ™ ahon ’ on] 3 r ns « P<>mt of ‘Specific Peculiar, ft ’, free’ 
from all contact with verbal expression,— ■ that there follows its Cognition 

mind th P ? T ° f th ° Sense-organ, -then there comes to the 

d. the body of Conventions bearing upon that same entity , -then there 
appear the notions of 'Being ’ and the rest,— m accordance with the said 
Conventions, ~m regard to the thing that 1ms been seen, and these notions 
embody all the ‘ determination * with reference to the thing, and gi\o \orbnt 
expression to them How can these notions esenpo from being regarded 
as Remembrance * ? 

t -^ or fcason also ’, — i e because they are ‘ determined ’ ns seen 

The notions in question ’, — l e those of * Being ’ and tho rest — (730) 

Question — “ Whence has this sequonco m the appenrnneo of Cognitions 
been deduced ? ” 

Answer — 

TEXT (731) 

It is because the process is as described that when a man has 

HIS MIND TURNED SOMEWHERE ELSE, THERE APPEARS ONLY THE 
VAGUE APPREHENSION Or THE MERE tiling APART TROW 
ALL SPECIFIC PECULIARITIES — (731) 


COMMENTARY 

It is because the notions of ' Being ’, etc npponr in the above incnt iniitd 
sequence, that when a man lias his mmd fixed olsowhoro, — i c ho is nb-enl 
mmdod, — if ho sees a thing lying before lumsclf, — until there come to )m 
mmd the conventions and conceptions bearing upon that thing, tin* fin I 
perception that appears is that of tho mere thing, entirely ilnoi'l of nil tprnfr 
peculiarities If it were not so, — if this first Cognition u ero in the full flodt«.] 
form equipped with the serbal expression nnd nil the rest of it, — then. "I a 
should tho absent-minded man apprehend the inero thing diunid of nil qimh- 
fications » It is not possible for two dctenninnto f'ognilion with rbsl 
expressions to appear at tho samo tune 

Thus it is proved that, tho assertion Hint " the notions of ’ Being . < *e 
are positivelv nnd nogatisoly concomitant with direct Sense fun. tin-urn- ” 
is not true — (731) 
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It has been argued above (under Text 716) that — “In regard to the Cot\ 
and the Elephant, the peculiarities of Name and Idea must he due to causes 
other than Convention, etc etc ” — This is answered in the following — . 

TEXT (732). 

AS REGARDS THE FIRST REASON ADDUCED, — IT IS SUPERFLUOUS , AS THE 
FACT OF THE NOTIONS BEING BROUGHT ABOUT BY THE BODY OF 

Conventions is already admitted (by us) , and that 
same Relative (Body of Conventions) is what 

IS POSITIVELY AND NEGATIVELY CONCOMITANT — 

(732) 

COMMENTARY 

If all that is sought to be proved is the general fact that the notions in 
question are due to other causes related to the character of the things con- 
cerned, then it is superfluous — proving what is already admitted Because 
the Body of Conventions bearing upon the Cow, etc is that other cause 
related to and m keeping with the character of the things , as the said notions 
appear only when this Body of Conventions is there, and they do not appear 
when what is there is some heterogeneous Body of Conventions ; which 
shows that it is this Body of Conventions, winch is positively and negatively 
concomitant with them, that is the Cause of the notions in question , ns 
these are found to follow on the wake of the positive and negative concomi- 
tance of these Conventions. Thus the attempt to adduce Reasons for this is 
entirely futile — (732) 

TEXTS (733-734) 

If the said * Body of Convention ’ is included in the ‘ Subject ’ (of 
the Inference propounded by the Opponent), then the Corro- 
borative Instance cited becomes ‘devoid of the Pro- 

BANDUM , AS THE EXTERNAL THINGS MENTIONED, — THE 
0/ AND THE Goad, ETC — ARE NOT THE DIRECT 
CAUSES OF THE NOTIONS , BECAUSE THE XAME 

and such other qualifications have no 
bearing upon the ‘ Specific Peculiar- 
ity ’ OF THINGS AS THE * SPECI- 
FIC Peculiarity ’ of things 

IS SOMETHING BEYOND THE 

reach or Verbal Ex- 
pression — (733-734) 


COMMENTARY 


Opponents ^ ln tho ‘Subject' (of the 

g), and then it is sought to bo proved that all these 
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XA- i i ASAS'CSAEA : CSAFTH2 vrrr 


2* i***. ™*s of ^ **£££!! 

ma FCM As a msftor of fac*. tie Calf, -J* fef «a ,£ 
' "T. f- ?n « :ed « *» ““*6 foass) cf -i= r,*. c f tie Cota refer '~h 

SL* f f ?* ^ ‘ "**2* *»* «. have not bo-ru proved » «*>. 

SpwaHr l»23-i« trie- -rose tiinrc— tie Calf and fe Gcao,-*^ to 
tre tra=-r.cr. of their ' Sfe-iio PecaSarfey’, tier are ter fotztd to be tie 
tarec '_ c g" f? °- sap A™*'*' ec<i Iccis,— for tie srapfe rsaeea that a2 - SpedSe 
Prataccriy ' is. by its very nature. beyond tie rsscb cf rstbel enrtssft- 
Jilt? t.te Corrobstatfre Instance cited fe-dercta or the Prcberdtet 5 . 

I: they t>? regarded os tie fraVisf cause of tie rotters, then that — ctid 
lead to on ebrurdity. because ir.s're- iy. everything is of use fenhe rtedtutu 
cf evert: birr. — (733-754) 


Quest at — “ Hg~ fs fe tiea ti3t people regard each extents! t ran to 
(as tii? Gji snd the Goad) ss tits cause ct tbs notions (o: tr? Ccm b?bs 
tr it, ir,c Coif, ana the Elephant h ?mg t&ih jae Goss) ' ** 


TEXT (735), 


Ik TACT, AH, XESSS K0ZZ0K3 530CTZD OK 5H£ 3ASI5 Or XSEKGS 2JK5 
THE (r9s£, irEICH COSSET IK c IdSA * AKD A2S JEIXSOB?. 

OK ITHCS c HgSflffiS? * 15 B20SP. — (735) 


COXIMEXXARY. 


It been already pointed erst that the * Sperm? Peculiarity ’ or -lcinm 
Ttr.’cb fr rrj; :r a noot-canss of th? idsc» or tbs c Goad * snc. such t hfrg ?. rs 
nor rerrebsd by an * hnpo'shion * (ct trnanncar.crA As regards tn a 
s Eluecrv * form of things it is a mere product cf the art of Imtdnution : 
it consists in znsre s Ides’. and is nor an cstera! object. People regard it 
as an c csftrsffT rising \ because they are rsahfc to distinguish between rr v 
they see and whst they imagine, end hence they regard the term coenzs-i 
as 'external " : so that the external existence of the Goad and srch :h- rs 


cannot be admitted. 

• A uzjrnhys ‘ is to be ccnstmsd 'mil 
£s meant is that tne nolens 
tthich are purely nine try. trmch const*- 


h ’ crJ ^&oziZ-cr*i ’% 

•oroceed to appV to the Goad. c‘c. 
: in mere * Jess * and on which t"a 


externa! character is saperimposeG- 

* ! is B^zzhL loco. C^ V .H- t“S5) 


.v. a,.— -tut ted ? r 7J6), tio Ofpsu^r its fetodutod jL* 

ocea&H -tea# «=*m«s ** cov . f c ; r v,l; 

STc^ct ^udc ? V^ 3 _(«a^fe-^ 

? 5 *trhsi is shown in. the n 
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TEXTS (736-737) 

‘ The negation of action, quality and name ’ is also described 
(by you) as the cause of the notion of ‘ Non-existence ’ , 

! hence the qualification serves no useful purpose — 

The said description (of the Cause of the notion 
of Non-existence) also is not right , because 
if ms a Cause, then it must be a Positive 
Entity', as possessing a definite po- 
tency Lastly, the notion of 
‘ Non-existence ’ would be ap- 
plicable to ' Being ’ and 
such ‘ Untversals 1 ALSO 
—(736-737) 

COMMENTARY 

Of the notion of ‘ non-existence ’ also, the ‘ Negation of action, quality 
and name ’ has been described as the Cause — This cannot be right , because 
what has been said to constitute the character of the ‘ Cause ’ is the potency to 
produce the effect , — this Potency can reside only m a Positive Entity , as the 
Positive Entity alone is characterised by the said Potency. If then. Negation 
also had tho said Potency imposed upon it, how could it not attain the 
character of the Positive Entity 1 As the presence of that Potency alone 
constitutes the nature of tho Positive Entity In this way the Negation 
would lose its negative character itself As * negation ’ consists only m the 
cessation of the character of the * Positive Entity 

Then again, if ‘ the negation of Action, Quality and Name ’ were the 
Cause of the notion of Non-existence, then the notion of being ‘ non-existent * 
u ould apply to 1 Being ’ and other Umversals also ; as therein also is present 
* th® negation of Action, Quality and Name ’ — just as much as m such non- 
entitios as the ‘ Hare’s Homs ’ — (73C-737) 

The following Text shows that the Reason cited (by the Opponent under 
Ter! 710) is ‘ unproven ’ (not admitted) — 

TEXT (738). 

The fact of the notions in question being different from the 

NOTIONS OF THE BODY, SHAPE, ETC IS NOT ADMITTED (OR 
PROVED) ; HENOE THE REASON PUT FORWARD IS 
ALSO OPEN TO THE CHARGE OF BEING ‘ UN- 
PROVEN ’. — (738) 

COMMENTARY. 

As a matter of fact, the notions of the Com and such things do not 
ia\c for their objective anything other than the Body, etc (of tho 

animals) , by virtue of which they could be hold to bo distinct from these 
latter — (738) 
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TEXT (739) 

Tin: cmjTR! insnn sotion (or all Cows, tor instance) manifests 
within- itsi-li TJIL vcibal expression and the constituent in- 
dividuals ; while the ‘Universal’ is described as 
wrvoin or all tinge or colour, shape and veibal 
expression — (739) 

COWtBNTARY 

lint is meant is ns follows — llTuib is meant by you to be proved is 
tlio fnot that the bnsis of comprolionsivo notions consists of something different 
from llio Body, otc this how over is not right, ns no such thing enters 
into tlio notions nt nil , nnd also because v’hnt doos appear m those notions 
IS somotlung qiuto different, m tho shape of Colour, Sliapo, etc That is 
to say, jou describe tho ‘ Universal ’ Cow to be devoid of all tinge of Colour, 
Shape nnd Ycrlxtf Expression , nnd vot tile nctual Cognition that appears 
is always apprehended ns nccompamod by the manifestation of Colour, etc , 
how tlion could tho bnsis of such Cognition consist of what is devoid of Colour, 
etc J Certainly a Cognition of ono form cannot have its basis in something 
of an ontiroly different form , if it did, it would lend to absurdities 

Tho argument may bo formulated ns follows — When a Cognition 
manifests an objoet distinct from some other object, it cannot be regarded 
ns npprehondmg tlus Inttor objoet ,— e g tho Cognition of Sound cannot bo 
regarded ns npproliondmg Colour , — and as a matter of fact, the compre- 
hensive notion mamfosts within itself Colour nnd the rest winch are something 
different from tho pure * Universal ’ ,— so that wliat is actually perceived 
is contrary to tlio premiss (cited by tho Opponent) 

■ Manifests within Ueelf the Verbal Expiession, etc. etc ’ , — ‘ verbal expres- 
sion ’ i o the name ‘ Cow ’ ‘ ' constituent individuals m the form of colour, 
shape’ nnd tlio lost , * ambhasamn ’, containing the manifestation of these 
. A J f „ ra • ■ utters ', stands for the verbal expression ‘ gauh ’, which 

,s made up of ’tho letters 1 m \ ‘ an ' and the Visarga -(739) 


ShanharasuSmtn lias argued as follows -“The ‘Universal' Blue 
* Af nf Blue if it were not so, then there would be no such 

also is of io , ^ , t]m3 the Reason adduced by the Buddhist 

S£rE£Tl diere is no annulment of the^a^ Conclusion by 
Inferonco (as urged in tho preceding Text, by the Author) 

Tlus is answered in the following 
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Ip the * Universal ’ also -were in tee form of ‘ Blue teen, what 

WOULD BE ITS DIFFERENCE FROM ‘ QUALITY ’ ? — As A MATTER OF FACT, 
HOWEVER, NO ALL-COMPREHENSIVE ‘ BLUE ’ IS EVER PEROEIVED 

Even though it slay be manifesting itself, it is never per- 
ceived IN A DIFFERENTIATED FORM UNDER THE CIRCUM- 
STANCES, how could the Idea and Name apply to the 
Individual, on the basis of the said comprehensive 
notion * — Further, the other party holds the 

NOTION OF THE ‘ UNIVERSAL ’ TO BE DEFINITE AND 
CERTAIN , CONSEQUENTLY, ITS NON-PERCEPTION 
CANNOT BE RIGHT, AS THAT WOULD IMPLY THAT 
IT IS INCOGNISABLE — (740-742) 


COMMENTARY. 

Such being the case, there can be no difference between the Quality 
Blue’ and the ‘ Universal ’ Blue , as, ex hypothesi, both have the same form. 

It might he urged that — “ the Quality * Blue ’ is not something com- 
prehensive, while the ‘ Universal ’ Blue embraces all that is blue at all tunes 
and at all places , and m this sense there is a difference between the forms 
of the two 

The answer to this is that ‘ no all-comprehensive Blue is ever perceived \ 
That is, as a matter of fact, any such comprehensive 1 Blue ’ as distinct 
from the Quality Blue, — embracing all that is of the form of Blue , — is never 
perceived to manifest itself , as all that appears in Perception is a specific 
' ® ue ’ a ' ono by itself Even m the ‘ determinate ’ Cognition, there does 
not appear any second Blue ; as that Cognition only ‘ determmes ’ what has 
been perceived (by the previous indeterminate Perception) 

It might be orgued that-" Just as for the Bauddlia, the Momentary 
Character of Things, though apparent, is not actually apprehended m its 

differentiated form by people with dull intelligence,— so the ‘ Universal ’ 
also ” 

Tins cannot be nght ; as even so, the theory propounded by you — 
t int on the strength of the perception of the Universal there appear the 

-ing e identical Name and Idea m regard to Individuals that ore diverse ”, 

I'ou d become untenable , because if the qualifying factor is unperceived, 
there can be no perception of the qualified thing -, e g until the Slid is 
■■eon t lore can bo no such notion as ‘ tho man with the stick ’ Strmlarh- 
m t in case in question Because the idea put forward' by you is 
■a i\ crsitios (Individuals) by themselves are beyond the reach of Verbal 
I x P rc ' sl0n nnd Cognition ; — and those diversities, which arc by themselves 
}°nd the reach of Cognition and Verbal Expression, would (under your 
icori ) bo cognised only on the strength of tho perception of tho ‘ Univer- 
S ° : 10w ’ thcn ’ catl Cogmser not * perceive ’ tho Universal itself » 
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' „ t ^ 8t the 6K ‘ st6nce of somethmg other than the ' Blue ■ 

“ P d / t,lere oan be n° Proof for what you desire to prove, as V our Con- 
elusion itsel « barred by Inference, and to that extent, the PriL also 
cannot be admitted — Tins is what is shown m the following— 


TEXT (743) 

Eves- though it may be taken as established that the notions m 

QUESTION HAVE A DIFFERENT CAUSE, THE EXISTENCE OF THE 

Universal as comprehensive, and free from 

IMPERMANENCE, DOES NOT BECOME ESTABLISHED , 

BECAUSE THE NOTIONS IN QUESTION APPEAR 
IN SUCCESSION — (743) 

COMMENTARY 

‘ Free from impermanence — i e free from non-eteroahty, — eternal. 

“ Why is it not established * ” 

* Because the notions m question appear tn succession ’ , i e the notions 
of the ‘ Cow ’ and the rest If these w ere due to any such commonality 
as the ‘ Universal then they would not appear m succession, — as their 
cause being always present in its perfect form, they should all appear simul- 
taneously, just like several things produced simultaneously. (Specially 
because a cause that cannot bB helped does not need anything olso — (743) 


Now, even admitting the Reason, the Author shows that it is ‘ fallible ’ 
(' not true ’, ‘ Inconclusive ’) — 


TEXT (744). 

Ox WHAT BASIS DOES THE TEEM ‘CATEGORY’ (‘ PadSftha ’) REST 
WHEN APPLIED TO THE SIX (Vtush&lla CATEGORIES) « As 
ALSO T HE NOTION * IT EXISTS ’ WHICH IS FOUND TO 
BE PRESENT IN ‘ BEING ETC. * — (744) 


COMMENTARY- 

There .s not (even for the Voishepha) any such ‘ Universal ’ os ‘ Padiir- 
than a ’ (the genus ‘ Category’) subsisting m all the six Categories, -on the 
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baas of which there should be such a comprehensive notion as ‘this is a 
Category- this is a Category and so forth’ —similarly m the 1 Universal , 
the Specific Individuality ’ and - Inherence the * Universal ’ Being does 
not subsist. ; by virtue of which each of these could be conceived of as 
< existing ’ , because (according to the Vaisliesita) * Being ’ subsists only in 
the three Categories of ‘ Substance ‘ Quality ’ and ‘ Action’ As regards 
the three Categories of Substance and the rest, the Opponents hold the name 
to he based upon the presence of the ‘ Universal ’ , hence the fallibility of 
the Reason has not been urged in regard to these — (744) 


The follovn mi argument may be put forward . — ” Even m the Categories 
named, the property of 4 existence 1 is present in the form of being the object 
of tbe right Cognition that 4 it exists * ; so that here also the name is due to 
something other than the object itself , and hence the Reason is not untrue ”, 
The answer to this is provided in the following — 


TESTS (745-746), 

It IX REGARD TO THE CATEGORIES MENTIONED, THE NOTION THAT ‘ IT 

EXISTS ’ IS DUE TO SOMETHING ERSE, THEN, IN REGARD TO THIS 

‘ SOMETHING ’ ALSO THE NOTION THAT ‘ IT EXISTS ’ IS PRESENT ; 

AND SO ON AND ON, THERE WOULD BE AN INFINITE REGRESS, 

AND THE CHARACTER 01 ‘ HAVING THE PROPERTY ’ 

WOULD CEASE. In VIEW OF THESE, THE REASON 
WOULD BECOME ' FALLIBLE ’ (UNTRUE) 

Then again the all-embracing con- 
comitance of the Reason has 

NOT YET BEEN ESTABLISHED 

(745-746) 


COMMENTARY. 

Even if it be admitted that the notions in question are due to something ' 
ehe. the defect of Fallibilitv’ remains because even in regard to the 
property mentioned by the Opponent, there is the notion that ’it exists’, 
which is expressed by the words ’this property of existence is there* . — so 
this notion of is-ness will have to be attributed to something other than 
Existence (or Being) ; and so on and on, there would be an infinite resrress ; 
as also the anomaly that other things also would be receptacles of the Eropert 
and Ivnce ‘ thmes possessing that property ’ ; and the result thus would be 
that there would be no such restriction of number ns that ‘ there are only sir 
Categories’ winch ran have properties —If. in order to avoid the Infinite 
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Regress, a further property (of is-nesa) is not postulated, then, in view oj 
these notions, — as appearing in connection with the Categories, or with the 
property of Existence, — the Reason would have to be regarded as ‘ fallible ’ 
(untrue), 

It may be that the ‘ mconclusjveness ’ of the Reason is not due to its 
being Too Wide , even so, how could the defect of its negation being open to 
‘ doubt ’ be avoided * — This is what is pointed out m the words — Then 
again , etc etc ’ , — what is meant by ‘ all-embracing concomitance is the 
cognition of the fact of the Reason being invariably concomitant with the 
whole of the thing in which the Frobandum is sought, to be proved 

The following argument might be urged - “ The required concomitance 
is there all right, because, if there were no other Cause, how could the 
notion m question (of the Universal 1 Cow *, etc ) be different from the 
notion of the thing itself * There can be no difference among notions of 
the same object* even when they are many If there w ere such difference, 
then, there could be no diversity even among the notions of different things, 
like Colour, Taste and so forth, because diversity among things is always 


due to the diversity among Cognitions " 

This is not right , as a matter of fact, there can be no idea of ‘ Universal ’ 
m regard to the ' Specific Peculiarity ’ of things Because the * Specific 
Peculiarity ’ never forms the object of any notion associated with verbal 
expression —But, —even in the absence of any 1 Universal if the view 
be held that each thing by itself is one only and u '■**** J*? ££ 
things on some basis,— and it is through this basis that there come about 

m accordance with convent, ons and the experience 

the view, then there would be no opposition to it JBm « > the reason why 
the Text speaks of the ‘ absence of concomitance -(745-146) 


It has been argued (above, 
idea that appears in regard to 
is answered in the following 


under Text 719) that— “ The comprehensive 
the Cow and other things, etc etc ” —This 


TEXT (747) 

_____ * tTxtVTRS * THAT has been urged 
The abgument IN proof of the universe 

17*=* ONE JUST i~ of, also becomes rejected 
BY THIS , BECAUSE THE FALLACY OF ‘ FUTILITY ANO 
THE BEST ABE EQUALLY APPLICABLE TO THAT 


COJUIENTARY 
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* superfluous 9 (proving what is already admitted) and the rest aTe applicable 
to this argument also 

The phrase * and ike rest * includes the fallacies of the Corroborative 
Instance * being devoid of the Probandum \ the Reason being ‘unproven *, 
and ‘ fallible 1 (Inconclusive) and so forth — (747) 


The following Text points out the * Fallibility * of the Opponent’s Reason 
m another manner *— 


TEXTS (748-749) 

Without any all-embracing basis, thebe is — ( a) a particular 
Cognition in regard to the ‘ Cook 5 , (6) similarly there 

IS THE NOTION OV * NEGATION ’ IN REGARD TO NEGATION 
IT3ELT , AS ALSO (c) IN REGARD TO PERSONS AND 
THINGS CREATED BY IMAGINATION, AND (<Z) IN 
REGARD TO DEAD AND UNBORN PERSONS — In 
VIEW OP ALL THESE COGNITIONS, THE 

Reason becomes open to the 

FALLACY OP ‘ F AT.T.TP.TT.TT Y ’ 

(748-749) 

COMMENTARY. 


«re Jo !!!1 C «U ° f f ° fthe ‘ 0ook ’• the * ^“ber ’ a “ d the Idee, there 
“, g ^ 85 the cMraC,er * bem V Cml ’ «* oharader 

‘ Cook ’ and t) C ‘ t 8 v, d S .° f ° rth ’ 0n Whioh 00 ®Prehensive notions of the 
km! V ‘ T “ Cher : °° U,d be based Similarly m regard to the four 
comn 1 J 868 10n ’ Pnor ® e 8 atl011 and the like, — how could there be any such 
comprehensive notion as • Negation * f Certainly there could be no * TWrsal > 

pereon/and hT **“* ““i f** “ pos,tne enftfte* —Similarly m regard to 
of ChandrfpSdaT 5 ^‘*1 such as the poetical character 

and also m ^ E ° l9CeS m the sk y and s ° forth,— 

Shanlha and Tjt . I*” 0 ” de ° d nnd "“bom-such as AlahStammata, 

am rcmnr'-l u est ’~" how could ther e be any notion without there being 

S 7 BlV th6re ,S n ° •*“'««*' ■“ ‘hese 
are all based upon individuals — (748-749) 

The following Texts explain the notions of the ‘ Cook ’, etc. .— 
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TEXTS ( 750 - 754 ) 

Is rACT ’ THEBE IS X0 SIXOLE BASK FOR THE NOTIONS OF fW * 

BEST — If IT BE SAID TOiv ‘ , °' NS 0F UOOK AND THE 

^ ACT (° F COOJONG) IS THE BASK >' 
TJIEi* THE AKSWBB IS THAT THE A/’t i-jurro 5 

Fmnv , T 3500 - 4ciP WITH EACH KDIVIDMl 

i , -AND you HAVE POSTULATED THE UNIVERSAL 
BRACING ALL INDIVIDUALS ONLY ON THE GROUND 
IS AN AIL-EMBRACING ENTITY THERE CAN BE NO COMPReLnstvb 

A^aZc^ a!GS ' raiCH “* DnTBBEXT - lF - «w without 'such 
^-embracing character, the Act be regarded as the bask (of 

THE COMPREHENSIVE NOTION) THEN WHY SHOULD NOT THE JxvL 
DUALS THEMSELVES BE REGARDED AS CAUSES OF IT I — -FCATHER (IF 

THE Act tore the basis, then) the notion of 'Cook’ could not 

APPEAR IN REGARD TO THE MAS AFTER HE HAS DESISTED FROM THE 
ACT (of cooling) . SUBELy EVEN the other party do not regard 
TOT Act AS PRESENT THERE AT ALL TIMES, — LIKE THE UNIVERSAL ’ 
-If IT BE HELD THAT "THE NOTION AND 37aME OF THE Co OK ETC IS 
BASED ON PAST AND FUTURE ACTION ’’-THEN SUCH AN ACT CANNOT 
BE THE CAUSE AT ALL, FOR THE SIMPLE REASON THAT IT IS NOT 
PRESENT AT THE TIME — (750-754) 


C03niE.vr.4Ry 


It cannot be nghb to say that the notion in regard to the Cool is duo to 
the act of coolmg , because tins Action also is held to be different mth each 
person, — just like the individuabty 

You postulate the ‘Universal’ as embracing all individuals, on the 
ground that, in regard to diverse things, there could not appear urn com* 
prehensive notion, in the absence of on all-cmbrncmg cntiti Under the 
circumstances, if even without this all embiacmg character, the Action voro 
the basis of regarding diverse things as one, — then why should there be 
an aversion to the individuals, whereby ignoring these, the * Universal’ 
has been postulated as the basis of that notion ? 

Then again, if the notion in regard to the Cool were due to the Action, 
then after the man has desisted from tile Action, and is not doing am cool mg, 
the notion of Cool could not appear in regard to him You do not regard 
the Action to be ever present, like the 1 Universal by virtue of vilucii the 
notion could appear even when the Action had ceased When one thing is 
due to another, it cannot appear in the absence of this latter 

Kor can past and future Action be rightly regarded ns the basis of the 
said notion , because what is past or vet to come cannot bo there, and nltnt 
IS not there cannot serve as the cause of anything —(750-751) 


ShanLara-nomm argues as follow- -"The comprehensive idea of 
the Cool is based upon the presence of that pamculnr Act, on « Inch i* related 
to the ‘Universal ’ (or Genus) ‘ Action ’ , benct, even after the actual act of 
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cooking has ceased, the permanent basis of it (m the shape of the Universal) 
is always there, and from that there arises the idea of the Co oh ” — Thi-S 
view is anticipated in the following — 


TEXT (755) 

Ip the idea be said to be doe to the presence op the act belated 
to the * Universal ’ Actum, — and this permanent basis is 

ALWAYS INDICATED BY IT EVEN WHEN THE PARTICULAR 

act has ceased, — [then, the answer is as 
given in the following Text] — (755) 

COMMENTARY 

‘ By it — i e by the action. 

* Permanent basis \ — in the shape of the ‘ Universal ’ Action — (755) 

The answer to tills is given lu the following — 


TEXT (756). 

When the particular Act has ceased, the permanent ‘ Universal 

EVEN THOUGH INDICATED, CANNOT REALLY EXIST , FOR THE 
SIMPLE REASON THAT ITS RECEPTACLE HAS CEASED TO 
EXIST — (756) 


COMMENTARY 


not r< - cc P ,a Ae , i e the receptacle of the Universal , i e the particular 

exist*— f * BCt ’ tllS * ^ mvetsa l ’ cannot be perceived, — or even 

r( ”, ?e ’ a P art fcoul da receptacle, otherwise it would have to be 
regarded as baseless (756) 


lias been ~ nr gument might be urged — “ When once the Universal 

Particular not* atld petceived — «' cn lf its receptacle, in the sliapo of the 
P nienlar act, cease*. the Idea based upon it still continues ”. 

>« answer to this argument is ns follows — 



422 


tattvasangraha 


chapter XIII 


TEXTS (757-760). 

CEIVED ® ® ra ,® r HAVE MEN INDICATED AND TEN- 

Shth* Z person), -the idea OP THE ‘man with the 

the ^ W I ra ™ Armlet’) does not continue on 

the removal of the Stick or Armlet -If the 'Univfhsat 1 

vm S oZ RE JZl TSma ENT:RELY M ™ kt ™ E individual 
™ Zp (AS A PESJIANENT Etmw > IT should be present in 

AS A r!;p T CH1LD AtS0 ’ ' ra ° ALS0 00mD M CONCEIVED OP 

S-Lr * IT BE BELD THAT> UKB OP 1 Being ’ 

(Existence), it does not subsist in a certain substratum (me 

child just born pi then, later ON, also it could not subsist 

IN IT , AS ms CONDITIONS WOULD BE THE SAME — It MAT BE THAT 
AT THE INITIAL STAGE (WHEN THE CHILD IS JUST BORN) THERE IS NO 

Inherence between the two (the Universal and the Parti- 
cclajr) because op the defective character of their relation, 
ship But if so, then, how could there be that Inherence, 
even afterwards, when the defeot would still be there j — 

(757-760) 

COMMENTARY 


There would be many absurdities For instance, such * Unwomte * as 
* Stick * and the like having been perceived once,-— when DSvadatla )md given, 
up the Stick, the idea of his being 1 with Stick or ‘ with the Ear ring \ w ould 
be there 

Nor is it right to say that even in the man who has given up coohnq, 
the 4 Universal 7 Cook is present , because, the Universal ’ being eternal, it 
would be present in the new-born ohild also 

The Opponent might argue thus " Tho idea of ‘being ovstont*, 
though due to tho ‘ Universal Being ’ {Existence), does not como about 
always , in tho same way, tho 4 Universal ’ Cook also, being inherent in n 
certain particular substratum, would not appear at all times , so that it would 
not inhere ui the new-born child — 4 Inhering * is mentioned onlv by way of 
illustration , the 4 Universal ’ would not ho manifested ,—this also has to bo 


understood ” 

But at that way, it corner to this that it may not inhere in it at all. 
Because the non-inherence of tho 1 Universal ’ m tho ne«-born clutd, a* 
the earlier stage, could he duo only to some defect m tho character of tho 
relation between the ‘ Universal’ and tho Particular Object, and Hot defect 
would he present there at the later stages ako,-ho« »!'en co,,M «... 
< Universal inhere m it at all J According to >o«r view. the Object .« not 
momentary, -by which at the subsequent stages tho Object (Ch.ld) nmM 


be a different entity. 

4 That e inherence 



examination of 


423 


‘sSmIsta’, 


the ‘TraiTOBSAIi’. 


* Their relationship ' — > e 
Particular Object 

TSSalmyi — ie the 
abandoned — (757-760) 


the relation between the * Universal ’ and the 
previous defective form not having been 


•Even when the Object is admitted to be evanescent, the objection stated 
remains in force -,-this is what is shown m the following— 


TEXT (761) 

If the Particular Object be not permanent, n might acquire 

ADDITIONAL CHARACTERS , BUT EVEN SO, THE DEFECTIVE NATURE 

of the * Universal ’ would never cease — (761) 

COMMENTARY. 

Ifc may be that the Particular Object, being impermanent, will acquire 
additional qualities later on , but the 1 Universal \ being permanent, will 
always retain its character of being averse to Inherence , hence how could 
it be inherent * even at a later stage 7 — Nor can it be right to assert that 
“ the * Universal * remains for ever in a state winch is not averse to sub- 
sequent Inherence ” , — because in that case, the Particular Object also would 
have to be regarded as eternal , as the ‘ Universal 1 related to it would be 
eternal , because in the absence of one relative, the other relative cannot be 
said to be devoid of the defect preventing its related nature — (761) 

The following Text puts forward the answer given hy Vddyolakara — 


TEXT (762) 

ct The name * Cool 9 is meant to be applied to that which is the 
principal cause of the act of cooking , and this ‘ princi- 
palitjl * is present in another Cook also ” — (762) 


COMMENTARY* 

VddyotaXara has argued as follows (m Nyayavarhlca, Sii 2 2 8, page 320) 

‘ It is through ignorance of our Reason that our Opponent lias urged that 
just as the term Cool, is comprehensive in its connotation, and yet there 
lq no * ue '^ Universal as Cool , — so also is the comprehensive character of 
the connotation of the term Cow ’—Because what is meant by our Reason 
is that Particular Cognition cannot be accidental (without cause) ’ , and 
^ at this means is that the Idea which is different from the idea of the 
hi vidua! object must be due to a different cause , — and not that all compre- 
en^,\e ideas are based upon * Universal Such being the case, that which 
ls * 1A P ncci pal cause of the action of cooking is what is spoken of by the 
bp™ 0 v°° k * ' fln< * principal character is present in other persons also , 
-nee the objection urged against U 3 has no force ” 
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'I Ins argument is iminirnl m llif following — 


TEXT (703) 

What 1*1 it that o cau.i.d ‘ principal character ' '* — It cannot be 1 

I’OTTNfV . IIKJAl sr THIS 1101 SNOT SUBSIST (IN OTHER INDIVIDUALS) - 
— For TUI. SAME REASON IT CANNOT BE SAID TO CONSIST IN 

Tin NAii m: 01 the Substance Quality or Action, 
etc — (703) 


COMJinXTARV 

AA li'it i« 1111*1 * Principal Character ’ ’ 

If || I- I) Potent I lint Oil mini be right , ns potenev is restricted to each 
1111 I 1 A idnnt substratum, imd imi-t tberefore tart with each mdividuel object, 
1 , M i ninnol subsist in nnotlior object 

for the smne renson. it ennnot consist in the ‘ nature ’—essence, selt- 
Minicicnej, — of Substance, etc , as this also ennnot belong in common to 

s t n oral objects , , , . . 

The term ‘ etc ’ .s meant to include an\ cnt.tv that may be held to be 

distinct from Suhstnnte, Qunlitv and Action „« pr t.on 

As regards the eNplni.nt.oi. offered (bi Vddyotalam) of the assertion 

that " the appearance of the notions w question is due to other ^ 
ttal nlrcnds .men answered hi pointing out that 
ts meant, then the argument * futile, as we also M ^ 
Coni entionnl Conception , if on 1 10 o lor , y j sitv • new 

meant, then there is « absence of concomitance 
of such notions ns those of the Cool, and the like -(763) 

The follow ms Texts sum up the Author’s pos,t.on- 
TEXTS (764-765) 

-=s=53SS=" 

*7^ — * » ““““f 

“®mw. —r* 

... ...nan *msr -t««W 


COMMENTARY. 

. f n ond on examination, for tbe 
• Tluis ’, — because no .^ Jlven’m connection with drverse 

notions of the C 0 0l and the rest, therefor. 
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objects Uke the Cook, etc , the comprehensive notion — idea — which ultimately 
apprehends only something distinguished from all tilings unlike itself — pro- 
ceeds in accordance with Convention ; as tins exclusion of the unhle is always 
present 

Because this is so, therefore it follows that in the case of the * Cow 
etc also, notions partaking of a uniform character, as also Names, should 
proceed on the basis of Convention, — even without anv entity like the 
‘Universal’. — So that the Reason put forward bv the other party remains 
* Inconclusive ’, (Fallible, Untrue) — (764-765) 


The following Text further supports the argument (urged under Text 748, 
above) based upon the notion of ‘ Negation ’ with regard to Negation — 


TEXT (760) 


Thus the notion of Negation with regard to legation is not incom- 
patible ; NOR IS THE COMPREHENSIVE NAME (INCOMPATIBLE) 
BECAUSE THEY PROCEED FROM CONVENTION, WHICH DOES NOT 
INVOLVE THE ASSUMPTION OF ANY OTHER ENTITY 

(766) 


COMMENTARY. 


cowltsiTtiKsZ f0r * COmPrehett81Ve notlon - that WiU apply to all cases, 

prehens, ve not.on that wH" iTlit ™*>*&™*y «* the com- 
vflrv * x- ■ . » m\e in regard to all ^Negations, — as also of the 

there can be mf'Umi e^l ^ denX9<1 BeC£rase m the case o£ Negations, 

’ ""l 11011 subsists odIv in entities (not in non-entities). 

«e , etc !QC ° mPat,b!e 13 Sh0 ™ ^ the words-- Because they proceed 
m‘Ct4 aLmT °r ” " ,W ’ * the sense that it does not 

ami so forth ■ from"” 1 f 0ther entrtr m the sha P e o£ the * Umversal ’ 
Idea moT t ;J p °ZZ C ' the Name and the 

me presence or absence of the said Convention —(766) 

‘He Bnuddhl^t,«^-l ntlCIPate ° nd ®” I '’ ra «'m>V 8 answer to 
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TEXTS (707-77(1) 

Sctch notions (of Negation) as ‘ thf jim ions N*qnfio» 01 thj Id. 
‘the Destruction of the Jar’ and thi mkf aptruiimi NV.atmv 

WITH POSITIVE ENTITIES AS THFIR APH-XCTt. \N» Tin IHMPPIIIM. 
SIVE CHARACTER OF THE SAID NOTION Of NEGATION ’ In HI { TO TH‘ 
COMPREHENSIVE CHARACTER OF THOSE ADtl NCTn ’ — II Tills |s 1 I - ! I> 
THEN (OCR ANSWER IS THAT) THIS CANNOT HE so , (rt) HTCAI M’ Till I I 1 - 
DISPARITY AND (b) BECAUSE IT CANNOT RI.sT UPON Til AT —{«) Til*’ 
COMPREHENSIVE NOTION OF THE ‘ .JAR ’ MAY RF RIOHTIA III (. ARM 1> AN 
BEING DUE TO THAT, NOT SO THE COMFRFIIFX«r\ r NOTION’ OI ‘ \’r., A 
TION ’ , THE NOTION OF ' rRFSFN’CE ’ (ArFIRM ATION) IS i NTIRI I A MF 
FERENT FROM THE NOTION Or * ABSrVCf * (Nl RATIOS') (li) Till NOTION 
OF THE ‘COW’ OR THF ’HORSE' IS NOT HELD TO 111 tit I Til Till 

‘ Universal ’ Being If it did, then only one ‘ I’niamisai, ’ aaoi i g 

HAVE TO BE POSTULATED AS ACCOMPLISHING TATRA TIHNf. ( AS III IM. Till 
BASIS OF ALL NOTIONS) — (707-770) 

COMMENTARY 
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the nuinbei ‘ Plurality ’ subsisting (a) m Elephants and Horses, or (!i) in tho 
Dhava and Khachra trees, forms the basis of the notions of (n) the ‘ Army ' nnd 
(6) the * Forest ’ , — similarly the mixture of several heterogeneous substnnees 
forms the basis of the notions of ‘drinks’, 'fermented gruel’ nnd tho like 
Otherwise (le if the resultant notion must be exactly m keeping with its 
basis) the notions m question should have been of [a) ‘ Many ’ nnd (!») 
* Mixture ' ” 

This is the argument that is anticipated and ansu ered in the follow mg — 

TEXTS (771-772) 

“In all cases the notion is not in exact accordance with its 

BASIS, — INASMUCH AS THE NOTIONS OF ‘ ARMY ‘ TOREST ’ AND 
THE LIKE HAVE NUMBER, ETC FOR THEIR BASIS ” — IF SUCH 
BE THE VIEW, THEN, WHY SHOULD NOT THE SAID NOTION 
IN REGARD TO THESE DIVERSE THINGS ALSO BE 
HELD TO BE BASED UPON THE DIVERSITY OF 

the Body of Conventions set up by 
one’s own whim i — (771-772) 

COMMENTARY 

n ° UOn ’ r ~ 1 e the Comprehensive notion 
di\ ersitj ie Peculiarity of the Conventions — (771-772) 

is ,l ~ ‘ What IS the *"*•”**? “ the basis whereof this statement 

Answer — 


When there is cognition op diversttv tow r 

DESIRE to set HP A Onimn * THERE ARISES THE 

VP 1 “ THBN Convention is set 

ance ° F ® ® acoord- 

• form oTZZSZ™ ^me 1 body * or 

C® ^ORDANCE^ IO i^ EN THK n ° h0n 

Zrl S “ mVS WB1. 

THfi0UGH ™mative and 
- egative Premisses In regard 

10 0THI ' R causes, there 
would be an infinite 
Regress — (773-774) 

The*,] , COMMENTARY 

— :szxzs s= , 1Sr 


in 
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f t f t , he " ame '- from that hea ™g of the usage, there follows the ' both > 
or form of the Convention , from this Body of the Convention, comes the 
usrng of the name in regard to the diverse tilings m question , -and then 
hnaUy the notions of • Jar * and the like come into appearance 

Among aJJ people, down to the veriest cowherd, the iden of such being 
the causa of the notions m question is definitely recognised with certain* 1 
As for the Universal ’ on the other hand, its eapacit} hn« nowhere 
been seen , if then it were regarded as the Cause of the notions, it « ould load 
to absurdities , for, after having assumed that as the Came, n hv could you 
not assume another cause, of which also the capacity mat not be known 
and so on ? — (773-774) 


The following Texts continue the same line of reasonmg- 


TEXTS (775-776) 

The assumption of something else (as the cause of the comprehev- 

SIVE NOTION) IS BASED UPON' THE IDEA THAT THE CORRECTIVE 

of a Thing should be of the same nature as that Thiso 
But, EVEN SO, WHEN the notions are diverse, it is 

FAB BETTER TO ACCEPT WHAT HAS BEEN JUST SUG- 
GESTED (By US) , AS IN THIS CASE, THE RESTRIC- 
TION IS DUE TO THE CAPACITY OF THINGS , 

AND IT IS PAR BETTER TO ASSUME THAT 
WHICH HAS BEEN POUND TO BE TRUE 
IN REGARD TO THINGS WHOSE 
CAPACITY IS WELL KNOWN, — 

THROUGH AFFIRMATIVE AND 
, NEGATIVE PREMISSES. 

(775-776) 


COMMENTARY 

When you were expounding the reason for £2k 

in the fact that they should have a ’ XTprodiirm nation' 

rrrrtr-rstri:. — 

actually seen 
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Further, when you are asked the question— Hour is it th.it one and the 
same Universal ’ produces diverse notions i — Yon will have to sty that 
“ such is the restricted capacity of things that even though itself one. it i- 
capable of producing notions of diverse forms " — If such be the case, then 
why should not the assumption he that the determining factors consist in 
the diverse things themselves whose capacities are well known and fully 
ascertamed 1 In doing this, nothing would be done which is not in strict 
accordance with experience — (775-7765 


The following might be urged— “ Of the ‘ Universal ’ also, the capacity 
is well known and fully ascertained 11 
The answer to this is as follows — 


TEXT (777). 

As A MATTES OF FACT, THERE CAN BE VO AFOTSIATTVE CONCOMITANCE 
(OF THE NOTIONS) WITH THE T/NTTEESALS - AS THEIE NOTION IS 
SOT ALWAYS RESENT , AS FOE NEGATIVE CONCOItrr- 
ASCB THAT IS NOT FOSSIBI£ XS THE CASE OF 
tfhat ABE ETEBNAL.~(777) 




* « ssixis szz 

tffinnatlTe coneonutance of these with the r t0 c<sert tiw 

reafiy concomitant With the presence of theTT K th « notions were 

would he there at ah times, why could tot ST”?' ^ “ the Cni *«»b 
Specrnhy as the Universal does L neerf ^ “ 8ppear « ^ times , 

!‘““ 0t " a ' te “J peculiar capacities in ,t f 6 1 beCaUS6 other 

~T Wh ^ CTe ° anbe “ a ®We 

notions of Being, eta Becaa£e at the time that the 

E ™-<ippearaace t PP8ar,~^s cannot he said that the c->use „* 


notions should have th* ” bjectl0ns B S a ®st the view that Comm. 
thm£=) r _ the JI* h m somethin different C ^eheosive 

‘ 'Wien mrL, /“S a ®*rtion of the other partrak fi ° m tte ^dividual 

QuaUt »’ -sesleToCft w 0 - 1 ^ ***** - 

‘ Quahtv’ . wha 50 fort ^ the basis lor this He* mth” ** ” not * t &*Bnce t 

■ ■ *“* i—- » „ -w 
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hensive notion of the ‘Umvorssl • iw „„ 

sals ■ Being ' and the hke " “ r6gard to tho P» r. mer . 

This is what is explained m the following— 


TEXT (778) 

Tra VIEW THAT “THE UNIVERSAL ' QUALITY ’ IS THE BASIS OP THE 
NOTION OP ‘ NOT-SUBSTANCE ' AND THE LIKE ” IS NOT REASON- 
ABLE , POH THE SAME REASON THERE CAN BE NO 
‘ INHERENCE IN THE SAME OBJECT ’ IN THE 
CASE OP THE NOTION OF THE ' UNIVER- 
SAL ’ —(778) 


The following Text shows that the Theory in question imohes an 
absurdity also — 


TEXT (779) 

As POR ' INHERENCE IN SEVERAL THINGS THIS IS PRESENT IN NUMBER, 
ETC ALSO, JUST AS IN THE * UnIVEBSALS ’ , HENCE THE NOTION 

op ‘Universal’ must be thebe in regard to 
Number, etc also — (779) 


COMMENTARY 


If ‘Inherence in several things’ were the basis of the Comprehensive 
notion in regard to ‘ Umversals ’, then, — as such ‘subsistence m several 
substances ’ is found in such things also as Number, Conjunction, Disjunction, 
Composite Substances and so forth, — the notion of ‘ Universal ’ should appear 
in regard to these also , because tho basis of such notion would bo equally 
present in this case also 

As for the character of ‘ forming tho object of one and tho same cognition 
this also is restricted to the universal ‘Bomg’, etc as appearing in tho 
forms of the ‘existing,’ etc , and it does not touch an> other * Universal 
so that, on the strength of that also, tho comprehensive notion of ‘Universal- 
Universal ’ cannot appear m regard to tho several Umvorsols Consequently 
the following assertion of Kumanla is entirely irrelevant — ‘ “ Tho subsistence 
of one in several different things is the basis of tho name ‘ Unit ersal ’ as 
applied to Being, etc , or it mnv be due to their being tho basis of one and 
tho same cognition ” [ShlokcvoTtiLn-AkrtiieSda, 24) ( / 70} 
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So far the author has explained the Reason 1 Because there is disparity 
[put forward by himself under Text 768, against the opponent’s explanation 
of the comprehensive notion of ‘ Negation ’ in regard to the several kinds ol 
Negation] He next proceeds to explain the other Reason ‘ Because it cannot 
rest upon that ’ — 


TEXTS (780-782) 

Universal called ‘ Jar ’ and the rest subsist only in the Jar , 

THEY CANNOT SUBSIST IN NEGATIONS , HOW THEN DOES THE COMPREHEN- 
SIVE notion (of Negation) arise in regard to these latter 3 — 
The (comprehensive) notion and Name cannot be applied to one 

THING ON THE BASIS OF WHAT SUBSISTS IN SOMETHING ELSE, FOR INSTANCE, 
THE NOTION AND NAME ‘ CANCER ’ CANNOT BE BASED UPON THE UNIVER- 
SAL ‘ Elephant ’ As a matter of fact, even * subsistence in one 

AND THE same THING ’ IS NOT PRESENT HERE NOTIONS OF TASTE, 

Colour, and Heaviness might arise from their ‘ subsistence in 

ONE AND THE SAME THING ’ , IN THE CASE IN QUESTION (OF NEGATION) 
HOWEVER, EVEN THIS SUBSISTENCE IS NOT THERE , FOR THE SIMPLE 
REASON THAT NEGATION DOBS NOT SUBSIST IN ANYTHING AT ALL — 

(780-782) 


COMMENTARY, 

As a matter of fact, the * Universal ’ subsists only m the Jar and such 
entities, never m Negations, because these latter are non-entities How 
then could there appear m regard to these Negations, any comprehensive 
notion associated with the form of a Universal, on the basis of the * Universal ’ 
Jar which subsists m something other (than the Negations) ’ For instance, 
the ‘ Elephant ’ does not become the basis of a comprehensive notion regarding 
the Cancer. e 

But a notion is actually found to appear in connection with one thing 
on the basis of something that subsists elsewhere , e g such notions as ‘ the 
sweet Taste is viscid, cool and heavy ” 

Tins is answered in the words — •* Even subsistence in one and the same 
ins, etc, etc ’ —In the example cited, the qualities of ‘Coolness’ and the 
res su sist in that same substance wherein the sweetness subsists , so that 
on ic strength of this ‘ subsistence in the same substratum there is co- 
existence, while Negation never subsists in any substance along with 
ni\ enals like the ‘Jar’, for the simple reason that that which has no 
o our and form cannot subsist in anything — (780-782) 

The following Text anticipates the answer given by Dddyolalara 
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notion which indicates ‘Prior Negation’ as something different from the - 
thing concerned, and related to it by the relation oi Qualification 
and Qualified , it is on tins imaginary basis that the relation of Qualification 
and Qualified is mentioned, and there is no such relation m reality just as 
m the case of the picture drown by an artist, the qualities of ‘ bravery ’ and 
the like are assumed In cases where you postulate the said relation of 
Qualification and Qualified ,— some other relation (as its basis) has surely to 
be looked for; otherwise there would be no regularity or restriction 
(785-780) 


The following Text proceeds to show that the answer given by Shanlara- 
s admin is not relevant to the objection urged by us — 


TEXT (787). 

The objection urged by us was in regard to such notions as ‘ this 

Negation ‘ that Negation ’ As regards the ‘ univer- 
sal’ SUBSISTING IN THE ADJUNCT, THAT SUBSISTS 
ONLY IN ITS OWN SUBSTRATUM — (787) 

COMMENTARY. 

What we had urged was as follows — In the case of the Negation of the 
Jar, the Negation of the Cloth, the Negation of the Hare's Horn and so forth, — 
we find the comprehensive notion of ‘ Negation ’ appearing, even when 
there is no such ‘Universal’ as ‘ Negation ’, — hence in other cases also the 
assumption of the ' Universal ’ is useless , and we did not raise the objection 
against the ‘ Prior Negation ’ and other Negations that are conceived of 
m connection with a large number of things of the same kind. 

“ If that is so, what then ? ” 

As regards the ‘ Universal ' subsisting m the adjunct, etc , etc — That is, 
the Universal ‘ Jar ’ subsisting m the adjunct, the particular Jar, subsists only 
m i ft own substratum, — i e only in the Jar, not in the Cloth and other things 
How then could there arise, from that, the notion regarding the * Prior ’ and 
other Negations of such heterogeneous tilings as the Cloth and the rest 1 
This is what is meant — (787) 

It might be argued that — “ there is one all-embracing Universal every- 
where ’’ , — the answer to that is os follows — 

28 
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TEXT (7SS) 

Nor is it heed thvt the single ali -embr vcivg itxiveisu. ' IJriv. 

SI'BSISTS IS THEM ALL BECAUSE NOTION'S OP ‘ XrG ITU'S 
DO NOT APPEAR APART FROM THF SIX C ATF-GORIES ~ 

(78S) 


COMMENTARY 
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TEXTS (789-793) 


to THE CASE OF THINGS CHEATED BY PAGINATION, THEBE CAN BE NO 
Universal subsisting in them , because thebe is no possibility 

OP THE EXISTENCE OF THE INDIVIDUALS (THAT WOULD MAKE UP THE 
UN1VEBSALS) HENCE THE ‘FALLIBILITY’ OF THE OPPONENT’S 

Reasons remains as before —Similarly with regard to past and 
future things,— if there is a cognition of an eternal universal, 

THEN NO SUCH PURE 1 UNIVERSAL ’ (WITHOUT THE CONSTITUENT INDI- 
VIDUALS) CAN EVER BE APPREHENDED. Or, IF SUCH A PURE 

Universal by itself were apprehended, then it could not be 

THE ‘ UNIVERSAL ’ OF ANY PARTICULARS SUCH A UNIVERSAL COULD 
NOT BE MANIFESTABLE BY PARTICULARS , JUST AS THE Himalaya IS 


NOT MANIFESTABLE BY THE Vindhya — XOR CAN THE UNIVERSAL BE 
TIED DOWN TO THE PARTICULARS THROUGH ITS BIRTH BEING DEPENDENT 

upon these —Nor lastly can the Universal be dependent upon 
the Particulars fob its cognition, because it is eternal and 
because it is apprehended purely by itself —There is also no 

POSSIBILITY OF ITS BEING DEPENDENT UPON ANY SUCH THING AS THE 
CONTACT OF ITS OWN SUBSTRATUM WITH THE SENSE-ORGAN CONCERNED 

Consequently this Universal could either be apprehended at 

ALL TIMES, OR NOT APPREHENDED AT ANY THEE AT ALL — As REGARDS 
ITS CAPACITY TO BRING ABOUT ITS OWN COGNITION BY ITSELF, IT MAY 
OR MAY NOT HAVE THIS CAPACITY , WHICHSOEVER WAY IT IS, IT WOULD 
ALWAYS REMAIN SO ITS NATURAL FORM, — WITH OB WITHOUT THE SAID 
C APACITY, — WOULD BE UNSHAKEABLE, BECAUSE IT IS ITSELF PERMANENT 
Who THEN, COULD EVER SHAKE WHAT IS UNSHAKEABLE 2 (789-795) 


COMMENTARY. 

The compound ‘ ichckharachtta, etc ’ is to be expounded as ‘ that of 
which the form is created by imagination ’ : The term ‘ adi ’ includes dead 
and unborn things — There is no Universal subsisting in such imaginary 
things, on which the said notion could be based 

“ There may be no Universal m regard to imaginary things ; m regard 
to the post and future things, the notion could be due to the Universal ” 
Tins is not true , the nature of things subsisting in other things is not 
such that thoy exist by themselves, without their substratum ; if they did 
not exist, then they would cease to be subsisted* 
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_ ^ vel1 if the subsistent things existed by themselves, — even so, the 
difficulty remains , because tho other party also does not admit the appre- 
hension of tho Universal by itself This lias been thus declared by them— 
Tho Umvorsal depends for its cognition upon the contact of its substratum 
with tho sense organ 

Fui ther, if tho Universal could be apprehended by itself, the cognition 
of tho Poiticular Individuals could not be held to follow from the cognition 
of tho Universal , because the Particular does not exist at the tame that the 
Universal is nppicliended bv itself 


Xoi would thoro bo any connection between the Particulars and the 
Unit eioiil, — such ns is mvohed m the notion that 'this is tho Universal of 
those Particulars ’ , ns thoro would be no basis for such a connection 

Foi instance, if there wore a basis for such connection, it could consist 
oithcr, (o) in the fact of its bomg manifested by them, or ft) m its bomg 
ptoducod fry them, or (c) m its cognition being dependent upon tlieir 
cognition — (a) The Umvorsal cannot be regarded as connected with these 
Particulars on account of its being manifested by them, because bomg 
permanent, it can have no peculiarity produced in it by anything else, hence 
it could not bo manifested by anything else , when one thing does not confer 
any benefit upon another thing, it cannot serve as its mamfester , for instance, 
the Himalaya is not the mamfester of the Vuidhya The Particulars in the 
same way cannot be the mamfester of the Umvorsal Hence the notion 
involved in the proposition is contrary to a wider proposition If a tiling 
that confers no benefit were to be regarded as the mamfester, then there 
would be the absurdity that everything would be the mamfester of every- 
thing else— (b) For the same reason, because the Universal is held to be 
eternal, therefore it cannot be right to regard it as dependent upon the 
Particulars for its product,™ -(c) Inasmuch os there is apprehension of 
the pure Umvorsal by itself, it could not be held to be dependent upon the 
Particulars for its cogmtion -Thus all the three alternatives are impos- 

sible , , 

Hence the assertion that-" the Umvorsal has its apprehension depen- 
dent upon the contact of its substratum with the sense-organ -is not 
St ^because there can be no ' substratum ’ for the Universal how then 
could the Universal be dependent for its cognition upon tho contact 
sense-organ with any such ‘ substratum ’ 1 . , r , 

Tho particle 1 Sdi ’ includes such conditions as the contact of tho . 
and Soul and -the like (postulated by the Vauthisiha) 

Then again, as the Universal is eternal, and ^ 

features introduced into it by o w ^ f bnngmg about its own 
anything else Consequently, if it is capable g ^ ^ 

cognition, then it should bring it aboi* ^ ^ ^ tmB ot al j What- 

bnngmg it about, then it could no b g no( . altOT lt , or else it 

srr: ti r 'jxzzzrx 
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It has been argued, (by TihainviiJa , under Text 720) that — “ the Universal 
Cou i« something different from the Cow, etc , etc ” — The following Text 
shows that the Reason adduced there is found to be false, m new of the 
case of such notions as those of the ‘ Cook ’ and the like — 


TEXTS (796-797) 

“The Universal ‘Cow’ is something distinct from the mdnidual 

Cow, BECAUSE IT FORMS THE OBJECT OF A DIFFERENT IDEA 

like Colour, Touch and the like , — also because it is 

SPOKEN OF AS BELONGING TO THAT, JUST AS THE ‘HORSE 
IS SPOKEN OF AS BELONGING TO ChAITRA ” — THIS 
ARGUMENT MAY BE SHOWN TO BE ' FALLIBLE 1 
(UNTRUE) IN VIEW OF THE NOTION OF THE 

‘ Cook ’ and so forth — In this 

SAME MANNER, OTHER WRONG 
ARGUMENTS ALSO ARE TO 
BE DISCREDITED — 

(796-797) 


COMMENTARY 


For instance, e\en though the Universal • Cook ’ is not held to be any- 
thing different from tlio individual Cook, vet it does become the object of 
diverse cognitions, — such B s ‘ this is a coal — that is a cool ’ and so forth , 
there arc also such sorbnl expiessions as ■ Deiadaita's Cool-ship where 
ip two t nngs are expressed bi words with different case-termmations. 
1 inis the Reason adduced by the other party is found to bo • Inconclusit e ’ 
because too wido ’ 

Other uiong arguments , such as those put forwaid by Kumaiila 


.. ... he following are the ‘wiong arguments’ set forth bv Kumaiila — 
cow ’ U r ,? e “ r “ t0 the diveree particular cows there appears the notion of 
Cow ’—) W mUSt b ° duS tQ 11 Slng5 ° entlt y m the shape of tile Unnosal 
ill reamrf T'""* 0 lt raiin > f ests tile cow and .3 of one foun just like the notion 

turnot be fhJ, Sme,e ,ndlv,dunl co " -° r tgoin (2) The notion of ‘Cow ’ 
due to com ,tl ° ° Co " • the Black one for instance or it mtist bo 

t'cn when t\„ ~ f f° nt fr ° m t,us l ,arhculnr Cow -because lt appears 

made of 11 1 P * r Co " ,s ,10t P re ^nt -just hke the notion of • being 
U,u m regard to the Jar -If ,t * asked how tins Universal ,s sJ 
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to subsist m all particular individuals, — our explanation is as follows —This 
notion of ‘ Cow ’ (the Universal) has for its object something that subsists in 
everyone of the individuals j — because each individual is found to contain 
the whole form of the thing, — like the notion in regard to each individual — 
The one-ness also of the Universal is fully established Because even though 
the Universal subsists in its entire form m every individual, yet it is one 
only, — because it is apprehended by a cognition of one and the same form , 
just as the exclusion of the Brdhmana by such negative terms as ‘ non- 
brShmana ’ — It cannot be urged against thiB that — 1 this notion of identical 
form in regard to things that are different must be wrong, and hence it is not 
right to determine the nature of things on the strength of that notion ’ — 
Because there is no defect m the source of this notion, nor is there any subse' 


quent cognition that annuls this notion Hence there being none of the 
causes of mistake, the assertion that it is wrong cannot be right " 

All these arguments have been thus formulated (by Rumania, in 
ShXokavarhka — Yanamda 44-49) —“The Idea of Cow in regard to the 
different individual cows is based upon the one Universal ‘ Cow — because 
it manifests the cow and because it is of one form, — just like the notion 
of the individual Cow —The Idea of the ‘ Cow ' cannot be based upon tho 
individual Black Cow,— or it must be based upon something other than this 
individual, — because it is present even when thB individual is not present, 
just as the notion of ‘ being made of day ’ m regard to the Jar —The Idea of 
the ‘ Cow ’ has for its object everyone of the individuals in which it subsists, 
because it subsists m everyone of them in its complete foim,-just like the 
notion m regard to each individual -Even though the Universal subsists 
m each individual, yet it is only one, -because it is cognised ns ono-just 
like the exclusion of the Brdhmam in the case of the negative term (like 
Zn UdZana ’) -The notion of ‘ oneness * m regard to the Universal Cow 
cannot be regarded as wrong .-because there is no defect m its source, no 

an y ^2 n Jo7ZTer~^ the Corroborative Instance is ‘devoid of 

In the argument that the notion of Cow cannot ^ prod „ CP d 

particular Black Cow, -if ^^nous^be’eauso tho producing is interposed 
■directly from it, then i i _ P® peculiarity ’ and tho 1 conception of tho 

by the apprehension of the specx ^ „ i<7ircrf production. 

Convention ’ If w *^ at h th6 proposition is annulled by direct 

of the notion from the ^dual then tbe l ^ tho Probnndum 

experience and the Corroboratneln^n ^ ^ ^ ^ no{ion Used upon 

Even when what is mean P tho notion being duo to 

«»» « <*■ *>>» ^ m 
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it pioeeed= from the cognition ot the Cow close by The Corroborative 
Instance also is devoid of the Probanditm — If, on the other hand, what is 
sought to be proved is that w hen the Black Cow is not there, the notion of 
Cow that appears in the presence of the Cow of vanegated colour is due to 
some; lung different from the Black Cow, — then the argument is superfluous — 
If then what is meant to be proved is the fact of its being due directly to the 
entity itself, — then the Reason i~ ‘inconclusive ’ as it lias been explained 
that there is no real entitj (like the Universal ‘ Cow ’) which could form 
the basii of tho said notion 

As for the argument that lias been adduced to prove that the Universal 
subsists in its entire form m every individual, — there also if the fact is meant 
to be proved m a vague general way, then it is superfluous Because in 
regard to eteiy individual thing, its notion is based upon the notion of the 
tiling as excluded from every other thing 

If what is meant to be proved is the fact that the notion lias for its 
obtect a real entity called ‘Universal ’ winch subsists m its entire form in 
every individual, — then the Corroborative Instance is devoid of the 
Probandum and the Reason is * inconclusive ’ As the concomitance of such 
a cliaraotei is not known of anvwhere If r single thing subsisted m its 
entire form in several tlnngs, then all the diverse individuals would be of 
one and the same form , because every one of them would be associated 
with the same entity, ‘Universal’, subsisting in every single individual 

Or the Universal itself would have to be regarded as being of diverse forms, 

because at one and the some time, it subsists m its entire form in several 
Uungs, just like the Biha and other fruits placed in several vessels kept 

at varvma distances So that the argument is annulled bv this Inference 
aho 


For tills same reason, the assertion that “ there is no annulling cognition 
o the contrary ” is not true As the annulling cognition lias been pointed 
out above and is also going to be pointed out later on 

As regards the argument m proof of the one-ness of the Universal, — there 
also ns it ,s not admitted that tho Universal subsists m each individual 
heLo fi,! 4 s " pprchended hy n sm S* e cognition cannot be admitted , 
r , “ R , e “ son _ ls one ver ? basis is not admitted —As regaul* tlio 

he. 2 Z c ? 14 18 not Iea1 T one * — because it is a non-ent.tv , 

' ! L M In?tanc ° ,s d6V0ld of the Probandum -If the 

bemlTf n ! mCRnt t0 bB ™ a W‘ then the reasomng is superfluous , 

• Armhn ' tr 3magmarj ’ thoa 14 IS already admitted by ns in the form of 
Apoha (Exclusion of the Contrary) 

notion ' tatemsnt that “ there 18 **» detect m the source of the 

•s alwnvs Ca T 0t be adm >tted,— because the defect of the source 

j„ (] ’ m the sha P e ot th a begmmngless influence of Ignorance 

>. s-ame way all wrong arguments are to be deposed of — (790*797) 


oiher H p^ E fo r T K r mt ' d *!* de£e0ts m the «tgumems adduced bv the 
arm, meals the A «thor proceeds to advance 

- n,, n <= nm 't the v-erv Conception of the Universal — 
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TEXTS (70S— SOI ) 

It is averred that the ‘Universal subsists ix several things’ 
What is this ‘ sdbsistexce ’ meant to re t— I s it staving > or. 
being manifested 7 As for ‘ st vying ’ which st vxds for not da t at, na 
from its own form — this belongs to the Universal by its vfry 

NATURE , — AST RECEPTACLE OF IT COULD XOT PRODUCE THIS IX IT BY 
VIRTUE OF WHICH THAT SUBSTRATUM COULD BE REGARDED AS ‘ Til VT 
which makes it stay' AS FOR prcicn/lllj its III 01 email (WHICH IS 
ANOTHER FORM OF ‘ SUBSISTENCE ), IT CANNOT BELONG TO THE 

Universal, as it does to the Jujube fruit (contaixfd in Tin Cur) , 

BECAUSE THE UNIVERSAL IS, BY ITS NATURE IMMOBILE . HFXCE IT 
CANNOT HAVE A RECEPTACLE — IP IT BE HELD TH VT ‘ ST AtfXO I* 

inhei&nce , — that cannot be accepted , as it is the exact n vture or 
this ‘Inherence ’ that is being examined In the form of thf 
relation OF the sustaincr and sustained which subsists among things 
NEVER FOUND APART FROM EACH OTHER, SUCH ‘ ISHI RFNCE ’ Is 
ADMITTED BY US ALSO — (70S— SOI ) 


COMMENTARY 

It vs essential that the subsistence of t)>e Universal m the diver-e 

m the case m question . because, tang eternal. »'* ^ ( , i(1 hu „ r , 

own nature, nover deviate from 1 “ °'™ H ‘inline, and hence it cm 
because the an" ard moumen, would not he pfr<iMi>' 

henw^eannot be B Sht *o assume X^*^ l <XbMNtenee”''4™heVniver^il i» 
The answer that what « meant b> ^ nnsvur a. a.l . m 

the diverse tilings is its in hcrcnce in , rounder. <1 — 

* * 1 -t tins ’inherence’ ^Xlatmi. - — and 

For instance, Inherence f vvh flt)lPr Now 

«*»«« that subsists » t*»P “ ^or el tan, u.-a.,W u of 

what, is being considered >' J 1 ffrf nr of barn mawfe^-t In tie' 

the nature of its staving ' hem 7 ^ l0 , emulate m,v m,h 

, of entirelA distinct things , “ ' 


case 


listmct things, it cam.. „ ur , rt ,.s Me a 

distinct Hung as ‘Inherence’ ^J^.V.Vfhnt ev.r } .lunit wmi'd 
postulating would lead o . InllWnw ■ 1ms l- n I- dd-d- - 

‘ inhere ’m every other thing ^ (llcUnp „ sV d 

« n “ l thmB ‘ ,nWW " * 



EXAMINATION OX 1 SAMiNYA THE ‘ UNIVERSAL ’ 441 

are essentially difierent do not assume one another’s form ; for, if they did, 
they would lose their own form — In giving the name of ' Inherence ’ to 
that other thing, there can be no dispute — from all this it follows that the 
1 staving * (of the Universal in the diverse things) cannot be anything different 
— ( 798 - 801 ) 

The following Texts proceed to show that it is absolutely incongruous 
to assume a ‘ receptacle ’ for the ‘ Universal ’ — 


TEXTS (802-804) 

IN THE CASE OF WATER AXE StfCH THINGS, THESE MAY BE A * RECEPTACLE ’ 
WHICH PREVENTS THEIR DOWNWARD MOVEMENT , IN THE CASE OR 
UkTVERSALS HOWEVER, WHICH ARE IMMOBILE, WHAT WOULD BE THE 

use of Receptacles t — In the case of what is capable of bringing 

ABOUT ITS OWN COGNITION, WHAT WOULD BE THE USE OF ANY CAUSES 
OF MANIFESTATION * — And ALSO IN THE CASE OF WHAT IS INCAPABLE 
OF BRINGING ABOUT ITS OWN COGNITION, WHAT WOULD BE THE USE OF 
ANY CAUSES OF MANIFESTATION * IF WHAT WAS incapable YESTERDAY 
WERE MADE Capable (TO-DAY), THEN THE THING WOULD BE IMPERMA- 
NENT,— JUST LIKE THE JAR MANIFESTED BY THE LaMP (802-804) 


COMMENTARY 

‘ Agatmdm \ ' Immobile ' — which are devoid of movement The absence 
of movement in the Universal is implied by its mcorporeahty and all- 
pervading character 

Nor can the * subsistence ’ of the Universal m the Individuals be of the 
nature of being manifested Because the 1 manifestation ’ of the Universal 
cou only consist in bringing about its Cognition, not in any strengthening of 
its character, because the character of an eternal thing cannot be changed. 

nder the circumstances, if the Universal has the capacity of bringing about 
it °"t 0 ° Smtl0n ’ th0tt wh r should it need any other cause for its • manifesto- 
about it«? °^ er lt < * oes not possess the capacity of bringing 

denendeL ^ rt WOuld not reasonable to assert ite 

r trr S °r R ., nlS9 ' 88 by ltS V6r 5 F » at “°’ the universal is such 
oth r tw r :“ UCed mt ° >t be held that 

t. It: peculiar features «» 

The if ’ W0Uld beo0me s P ect fi^ and cease to be Universal 

upon the "r^rnT t ^ 6Utlre ° ateg0ry ‘ Hn»ven»l ’ is held to be based 

forThe tWn r° n ° f ' 6,a3feDce ’’ ■***»■ h«e stands 

mr the thing Universal, m that sense] 

for one tCt^wr 05 ’ for f" 3oted as foUo ^ -When there is no bas,s 
the Himalaya m A,”"" * “"T* “ ta “* m this latt er,-e g. 

the Unn ersal , n « Z rfsTT D ° baS,S for the existence of 
wider •teim’(„ !uch "f'’ ld ^ alS ’'“ hen0e there 18 non-apprehension of the 
( lMh Ira P Ues the negation of the narrower term) —(802-804) 

The following Text sets forth another objection— 
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TEXT (805) 

The various Univekeals ' Jar ’ and the rest, could subsist either 

IN- THEIR Oira RESPECTIVE RECEPTACLES OB IS ALL PLACES, — 

like the ‘ Highest Universal’ (Stoimum Genus) —(805) 
COMMENTARY 

‘ QhatSi h, elr ’ — i e such diverse ‘ Uim ersals ’ as the ‘ Jar ’ and the 

rest 

The Universal? ‘Jar’, ‘ Clas ey ’ and the like have been described as 
all-pervasive, and j et would they be described as pervading only o\ er their 
own substratum — or as pervading over all space, even where there are no 
individuals at all ? — There are only these two views possible 

‘ Like the Highest Universal ' , — ‘ Being ’ is called the ‘ highest ’ Unn ersnl 
because it comprises the largest number of things It is this widest 
Universal as comprising the largest number of things that lias been cited as 
the instance, and not any such Universal as pervades over only swell space 
as happens to he between two individuals , as the said character is not per- 
ceived m tins latter — (805) 

Out of the two alternatives set forth above, the Author sets forth the 
objection against the first alternative - 


TEXT (806) 

When the thing comes into existence in another place, it is not 
understood how the Universal is perceived there, or 
HOW IT GAINS SUBSISTENCE THEREIN (806) 

COMMENTARY 

When in a place entirely devoid of the Jar, a te < J 

^ ■ - - — * - (suk) 
The. following Tea explains why * is not understood- 
TEXT (807) 

T“ ™ v 

COMMENTARY 

, 1ar . could either come into eM-iem* 
In the said case the lt would be there alnadj.-of 

along w ith the different individual Jars, 
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rt would come m from another place, -only «*der these three «****>» 
could the Universal be perceived, or subsist, m the Jar newly come into 
essence As a matter of fact however, the Universal could not be Produced 
along with the new Jar, -as it is eternal (and hence cannot be 
Nor could it have been there already, because it is not all-pen admg i 
diameter Nor lastly could it come m from elsewhere, because it is immobile 
Hon then could the Universal subsist, or be perceived, m this case 

The argument may be formulated as follows —When m any place a 
thing is not produced, nor has it been already there, nor has it come from 
elsewhere, then it cannot be perceived, nor can it subsist,— just like t e 
Horn on the Hare’s head ,— where the Jar is produced in a place which 
liad been devoid of it, the Universal is neither produced, nor has it been 
there already, nor has it come from elsewhere ,— hence the wider character 
is not perceived (which lmphes the absence of the narrower character) 
This Reason is not Inconclusive, because there is no other way (apart from 
the three mentioned) m which the Universal could subsist or be perceived 
—(807) 


The following Text sets forth the objection against the second alternative 
view (mentioned m Text 805, that the Universal * Jar * and the like are 
all-pervading, subsisting in all tilings) — 


TEXT (808) 

When the contact of its substratum with the Sense- organ and 
SUCH OTHER conditions would be present and bring about 
the Cognition of the Universal, — that Universal 

WOULD BECOME PERCEIVED EVERYWHERE , 

BECAUSE THERE CAN BE NO DIVISION 
IN ITS FORM — (808) 

COMMENTARY 

* The contact, etc etc * — i.e the causes of Perception 
‘ Suck other conditions * ; — this is meant to include the contact of the 
Mind and Soul and so forth *- 

"What is meant is that the Universal being perceived in one particular 
individual, it should be perceived m other and heterogeneous individuals 
also, as also m the internal between two individuals; because it is of one 
uniform character which cannot differ from the one that is actually per- 
cened — (808) 


This same argument is further elucidated m the following Text — 
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TEXT (809) 

(a) If the Universal (in the new Individ cal) be not-different 

FROM THAT WHICH HAS BEEN ALREADY PERCEIVED, — THEN 
THERE SHOULD BE PERCEPTION OF THAT UNIVERSAL ALSO , 

— OR (b) LIKE IT, THE OTHER ALSO SHOULD NOT BE 
PERCEIVED , — OR (c) THERE SHOULD BE 
DIFFERENCE —(809) 


COMMENTARY 


(a) That is to sai, if the form of the Universal subsisting m oilier 
heterogenous individuals and in the intervals were not -different from the 
form of the Universal subsisting in the Individual that is seen, — then, the 
former also should be seen, as it would be not-different from what is seen, 
like the form of tins latter — (b) If however there is no perception of the 
said Universal, then there should be no perception of that Universal as 
subsisting m the perceived individual which is non-different from what ia 
not perceived — (c) Lastly, if the Universal in question be held to be of both 
kinds, — then that would involve a diversity of nature , two mutually contra- 
dictory characters being present , and for any clear-minded person, it cannot 
be right to regard as one what is found to be obsessed by the two mutually 
contradictory characters of perceptibility and imperceplibihty , as such an 
idea would lead to absurdities , as m that case the whole Universe would 
be a single substance, uhich would imply the anomaly of the whole being 
produced and destroyed at one and the same time If it were not so, then 
they would be * one ’ only m name , and there can be no difference of opinion 
regarding mere names — (809) 

Thus having discredited the whole conception of the ‘Universal*, the 
Author proceeds to formulate the arguments against it 


TEXTS (810-811) 

The notions of ‘Thee* and such things cannot be » « 

THE ‘ UNIVERSALS ’ POSTULATED BY THE OTHER V** • 

BECAUSE THINGS APPEAR IN SUCCESSION, AND BECAUSE THCI AB . 
COMPREHENSIVE,— LIKE THE NOTIONS OF THE COOKAM 

SUCH THINGS— The fact that what is eternal 
CANNOT BE PRODUCTIVE (OF EFFECTS) ALSO SERI ES 
TO ANNUL THE OPPONENT’S PROPOSITION 
All THE OBJECTIONS THAT WERE URGED 

against ‘ Conjunction ’ also serve 

TO ANNUL THE OPPONENT’S CON- 

/httstiyk — -(810*811) 


C03DIENTARY 

being comprehend e, w £ 
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proceed from the eternal, one all-pervading ‘ Universal ’, as conceived by 
the other party , — like the notions of the ‘ Cook ’ , — the notions of the 

* Tree ’, etc are of the said character , hence there is perception of a character 
concomitant with the contrary of the Opponent’s conclusion As being in 
succession, and the rest are all concomitant with non-eternality, which is con- 
trary to elernahty (postulated by the Opponent) What is eternal cannot 
have any effective action, either successive or simultaneous, — as both are 
incompatible , hence the Reason adduced by us cannot be regarded as 

* Inconclusive ’ As regards the fallacy of our Corroborative Instance being 
‘ devoid of the Probandum ’ , that has been already disposed of by ns in detail ; 
hence the Instance also cannot be said to be 1 unproven * 

The Author states another argument in annulment of the Opponent’s 
conclusion — All the objections, etc etc , — these objections were set forth 
under Text 674, above, where it has been shown that one thing cannot subsist 
in several things , similarly in the section dealing with the Composite, under 
Text 607 — (810-811) 


The following Text sums up the section — 


" TEXT (812) 

Thus has been rejected the * Universal ’ as an entirely distinct 

ENTETY. As REGARDS THE 1 UNIVERSAL ’ POSTULATED BY THE 

followers OF Jaimmi, that is going to be rejected 
under the chapter on ‘ SyAdvada ’ 

(Chapter XX) —(812) 


WAUU JjioN XAttY. 

J«m«m have postulated the TJ , ^ f ° U ° WSr8 

and also of both lands, and tins will be !0n - d >ff^enl from ffte Individual, 
the Chapter on • SuBdvSda ’ nn b eJ ' 6mmed > m due c °»rse, under 
criticise the doctrine of the L ^ 0ccasi0n , we ^ set out to 

other doctrine, which would hi ^ 5 We Vre do not take up the 

’ ° U "° uld be 5 °®ewhat irrelevant to the Context —(813) 


End of the Examination of the ‘ Universal 



^ m ,nat, m0 fthe Vtshega ■ UU> nMe 
COMMENTARY 
“ b «“ ~~ - 


TEXT (813) 

THEN AGAm ’ T!m ' Vtaaua Individualities ' that have bee. » 

POSTULATED AS EXISTING Ilf ULTIMATE ENTITIES, mvE BEEN 

already proved to be impossible, by the bejeo. 

TION OP THE * ETERNAL SUBSTANCE ’ , THEY 
ABE MERE ‘ MOMENTS ’ — (813) 


COMMENTARY 

The 'Ultimate Individualities' have been defined as ‘subs, sting m 
eternal substances and ns existing m ultimate substances ’ This cannot bo 
a definition at all , as it is open to the charge of being impossible , then, is no 
substance that is eternal , it has been already rejected under the Chapter on 
the Examination of Substance, under the circumstances, lion could these 
Individualities be admitted as subsisting m eternal substances 7 f813) 


The existence of these ‘ Ultimate Individualities ’ hns been sought to bo 
proved on the basis of the peculiar experience of Mj sties , but the Reason m 
that oase is ‘ inconclusive ’ This is what is show n fa the following 


TEXTS (814-816) 

Among Atoms, Alaska, Space and such things (in which the Ulti- 
mate Individualities abb held to subsist), — if theib forms abe 

DISTINCT PBOM EACH OTHER, — THEN THE APPREHENSION OF DISTINC- 
TION AMONG THEM NEED NOT BE DUE TO ANYTHING ELSE IN THE 

shape op this Ultimate Individuality —If, on the other 

HAND, THEY HAVE THEIB FORMS MIXED UP WITH EACH OTHER, 

THEN, EVEN THOUGH THERE MAY BE DIFFERENCE, THE 

apprehension of absolute distinction could not 
BUT BE WRONG — HOW TOO IS THE DISTINCTION 
among ‘ Ultimate Individualities ’ appre- 
hended 1 If by themselves, — then why 

IS NOT THE SAME HELD TO BE THE CASE 

with Atoms and other things 
ALSO V — (814-816) 

COMMENTARY 

That is to say, the form of Atoms, etc may bo oithor distinct from each 
other, each having its own specific character, or, mixed up -If it. s (he former. 
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then, as the things would themselves be always apprehended m their 
unmix ed — distinct — forms, the assumption, of any further * Individualities * 
for the purpose of the Mystics’ apprehending their distinct forms would be 
useless — If the second alternative is accepted, then, even m the presence 
of the distinct Category of the ‘ Ultimate Individualities ’, how could the 
Mystics’ cognition of the Atoms, etc as distinct, — when their forms are {ex 
hypothesi) not entirely distinct — be free from error ’ It would be clearly 
wrong, being the cognition of things as what they are not , and the Mystics, 
m that case, would not be true Mystics, on account of entertaining a wrong 
notion of things 

Then again, if the distinct cognition of things were not possible without 
a distinct category m the shape of ‘ Ultimate Individualities — then, how 
could there be distinct cognitions regarding these Individualities them- 
selves ? As there are no further * Ultimate Individualities ’ in them ; if they 
were there, then there would be an infinite regress , it would also be con- 
trary to the Opponent's doctrine that these Individualities are ultimate 
and subsist m eternal substances , as these other Individualities would be 
subsisting m the Ultimate Individualities also (which are not Substances ) 
If, for these reasons, it be admitted that the Ultimate Individualities them- 
selves become the basis of the distinct cognitions of themselves, — then, in 
the case of Atoms, etc also, they themselves may be regarded as the basis 
of their distinct cognitions j why should there be this aversion against them 
that, even though they have their individual forms mutually exclusive, their 
capacity to bring about distinct cognitions of themselves is not admitted,— 
white such capacity is admitted in the * Ultimate Individualities ’ ? We 
find no reason for this aversion, except stupidity — ( 814 — 816 ) 

The following Texts anticipate the answer to the above given bv 
Prashastamati — J 


TEXTS (817-818) 

' JUST AS THE UNCLEAN CHARACTER BELONGS TO THE Dog’s ELESH BT 
ITSELF, AND TO OTHER THINGS BY CONTACT WITH IT,— SO IN THE 
CASE IN QUESTION ALSO AND JUST AS BETWEEN THE JaR 

and the Lamp, the Lamp, by itself, is always the 
illuminator of the Jar, because it is of the 
nature of Light, — so also in the case nr 
QUESTION ”—{817-818) 




bj' itT very nature ind « uncle, 

with ,t m Z ! thuigs become unclean by coming into conta 

are the’ basis oTZl”?™*’ ^ ' Vlba&t « ^dividuahties^y themselv 

of cxc!u s L,_i il nrAtr^rnd°V n ,r MO T t ° f their beins 0f t5le 

P~o in these JZS 
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may not be of a certain nature, yet its not.on may come about through 
the presence of something else, eg the cognition of the Jar is brought 
about by the Lamp , while the cognition of the Lamp is not brought about 
by the Jar — 1 Ayam ' stands for the Jar — ‘ So also in the case „i question ’ ,— 
that is, the apprehension of distinction among Atoms, etc is due to the pro 
senee of the Ultimate Individualities , ulnle that of the Individualities them 
selves is due to their very nature ” 


Tins is answered in the following — 


TEXTS (819S22) 


As A MATT Bit OB PACT, THIS ‘ UNCLE IN CHARACTER ' IS SOMETHING PURELY 

illusory, not real , how then could it be there either ‘ by 
itself’ or ‘through something else ’ '—Or, even if the Unclean 
Character be something real, it may be that other things 

BECOME ‘ UNCLEAN 1 THROUGH CONTACT WITH THE DOG’S PLESH , 
NOTHING LIKE THIS IS POSSIBLE IN THE CASE OP ETERNAL SUB- 
STANCES, BECAUSE THERE CAN BE NO ‘ BECOMING ’ (BEING BORN) POR 

them — Through the influence op the Lamp, momentary 

OBJECTS, — LIKE THE JAR, THE ORNAMENT AND SO FORTH, — BECOME 
TEE CAUSE OF THE PRODUCTION OP COGNITIONS , BUT THE APPRE- 
HENSION OP DISTINCTION CANNOT COME ABOUT THROUGH THE 
INFLUENOE OP THE * ULTIMATE INDIVIDUALITIES IN QUESTION, 
BECAUSE IT COSIES ABOUT IN SUCCESSION, — LIKE PLEASURE AND 
THE REST — (819-822) 

COMMENTARY 


As a matter of foot, the * Unclean Character ’ of things is purely illusory, 
hypothetical, and not real , because it does not remain feed , for instance, 
one and the same substance may appear to be ‘ unclean for a Vedic scholar, 
but quite clean to the Hunter , and it cannot be possible for one and the 
some thing to combine within itself two mutually contradictory characters , 
as it would, in that case, cease to be one and the same 

Or the ‘ Unclean Character ’ of togs may bo sometog real Ei on s , 

’ , Corroborative Instance , because what happens in the 

it cannot serve a hen t) , comc , nt0 

case of such togs Dog’s flesh, they abandon tor 

contact with an toto ^ B9 ^dowed with the imelean 
previous clean character a S n diaractcr „ B a %C nti 

character, ‘‘ “ ^re is however no such bas.s in the case 

tious, due to something , virtu e of wlucli any such advonti- 

of Atoms and other eternal ' th m because tlioy are oteraal 

tious distinctive feature con'd “"^^cter 
and hence they cannot be born t character of being tlio came 

Similarly, m the case «**•*£“£ * * t0 bo advent, t.ous, duo to 
of cognitions, as found m the Tor, may 
sometog else (in the shape of the Lem?) 
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The last text sets forth the argument against any such explanation m 
the case of Ultimate Individualities The exact form of this Inference and 
the Premiss upon which it is based may be stated m the manner indicated 
above -(819-822) 


End of Chapter XIV 



CHAPTER XV. 


' Examinat ^n of ‘ Sarmvdya ’ (Inha cnce, Subsistence ) 


COMMENTARY. 


The following Texts proceed to set forth 
‘ Inherence ’ . — 


objections to the' Category of 


TEXT (823) 

‘ Inherence (Subsistence) is apprehended on the basis op the 

NOTION OF * THIS SUBSISTS IN THAT SUCH AS IS FOUND IN THE 
EXPRESSIONS ‘ THE CLOTH CONSISTS OF (SUBSISTS 

in) these Tarns * the Mat consists of 
(SUBSISTS IN) THE REEDS ’ ”—(823) 

COMMENTARY 

“ In regard to things that are inseparable, and among things chore one 
is the container and the other the contained, — there is the notion of ‘ this 
subsisting m that’, and the relation upon -which this hotion is based is 
‘ Inherence (Subsistence) ’ This is apprehended as something different from 
Substance and the other categories, on the oasis of the particular notions of 
‘ subsistence ’ present in such conceptions as * the Cloth subsists in these 
yams ’ — In the ease of such Universals as ‘ Being * Substance ’ and the rest, 
it is found that they bring about cognitions like their own, of their substra- 
tum, — and on this basis they are regarded as different from one another and 
also from their substratum , — the same is found to be the case with ‘ Inhoronce ’ 
also , m regard to all the other five categories, there are such notions as — ‘ The 
Universal Substance subsists in this substance * the Universal Quaint/ sub- 
sists in this quality ‘ the Universal Action subsists in this action ‘ the 
Ultimate Individualities subsist in these substances ’ and so forth , and on 
the basis of these notions, it is concluded that Inherence is somollung distinct 
from these five (Substance and the rest) — Tins argument mav be formulated 

thus When a notion is found to appear m regard to a tlung in a form 

, different from that of that thing, that notion must be based upon something 
different from that thing,— for example, the notion of ‘ tho man with the 
stick ’ in regard to Devadatta of this same kmd is tho notion of ‘ this 
subsists in that’ that appears in regard to the fi\o Categories, and this i c 
regarded as justifying the conclusion (that tho notion is due to a distinct 
category m the shape of Inherence ) ”—(823) 

The Author proceeds to explain the character of tins Inherence - 
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TEXTS (S24-826) 

‘ Is there were no such thing (as Inherence), WHAT would be the 

BASIS OS THE SAID NOTION * No PARTICULAR NOTION IS SOUND 
TO APPEAR WITHOUT A PARTICULAR CAUSE — INASMUCH AS THE 
SAME NOTION OF ‘ SUBSISTING HEREIN 5 IS EQUALLY PRESENT 
IN ALL CASES, INHERENCE DOES NOT VARY, LIKE CONJUNCTION 

In fact it is perceived nr all things as one and the 

SAME, JUST LIKE ‘ EXISTENCE ’ — INASMUCH AS ITS 
CAUSE IS NEVER APPREHENDED, IT IS ETERNAL, — LIKE 

‘ Existence ’ By no means of valid cognition 
is its cause apprehended " — (824-826) 


COMMENTARY 


“ Unless there is some basis for the notion; the notion of ‘ existence ’, 
etc would always be there , — this is the Inferential argument subversive 
of your doctrine 

“ Thus under the theory of the Vaishesila, 4 Inherence ’ is tnfened from 
the presence of the notion of ‘ subsisting in this ’ , while according to the 
NaiyayiLa, it is directly perceived in the notion of 4 subsisting m this ’ 
That is to say, when the sense-organ is functioning, there appears the percep- 
tion that 4 the Cloth subsists in these yarns and on the basis of tins, they 
declare this notion to he * Perception ’ 

“ TIus Inherence (which is a form of Relation) does not vary with the 
various correlatives, —as Conjunction does, in fact, like ‘Existence’, 
Being —it is one and the same everywhere , for the simple reason that its 
indica ive feature,— the notion of 4 subsisting m this is everywhere the 


Lxla Conjunction’ — is an Instance per dissimilarity 

The ictZl. T OTU ®-~~ Inh6renCe 18 eter nal, again Idee ‘existence’ 

co^sel Vlng n ° CauSB ,s P roved bv the font <* »» Cause of it being 

cognised by any means of Cognition ”—(824-826) 


With the following Text, the Author 
against ‘ Inherence ’ 


proceeds to set forth the 


objections 


TEXT (827) 

°f rACT ’ ^ IDEA 0T ‘ SUBSISTING in THIS ’ EXISTS FOR 
PPONENTS only, and it is due entirely to their 
-PATUATION with their own DOCTRINE, it is 
never met WITH IN COMMON EXPERIENCE 
—(827) 


COMMENTARY 


rubstratum° beuig U * th<5 ° pp ° nent ’‘ i Reason is open to the fallacy of its 

5 Unl “ Sudi ideas as ‘the doth subsists in these 
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3 ftrns ’ aro only assumed through one’s infatuation with his doctrines , in 
ordinary experience, no such ideas are ever found to appear, hence the 
very basis of the Probandum turns oat to be one that doe 3 not exist at all 
—(827) 

The following texts lend further support to the same objection — 


TEXTS (828-829) 

Ir the ‘ Container ’ and the ‘ Contained 1 were perceived as distinct 

TROW ONE ANOTHER, THEN ALONE WOULD THERE BE ANY SUCK 
NOTION AS ‘ THIS SUBSISTS IN THAT ’, — AS IS POUND IN THE 
CASE OF THE FRUITS AND THE PlT (WHERE THE FRUITS 

lie) , — the Cloth and the Yarns however are 
never perceived as distinct prom one 

ANOTHER, — BY VIRTUE OF WHICH THEBE 
COULD APPEAR ANY SUCH NOTIONS AS 
‘ THIS SUBSISTS IN THOSE ’ — (828-829) 


COMMENTARY 

It is only when two tilings have been found to be distinct from one 
another when one is found to be contained m the other, that, there appears the 
notion that • this subsists in that ' , such is our ordmary experience , as » 
found m the case of the notion * these Bel fruits are contemed in this pit 
In the case of the doth and the Yarns however no such difference has been 
perceived, in fact, no such deference exists, how then could there be any 
such notion as ‘ the Cloth subsists in the Yams — (828-829) 

The following might be urged It may be that the said notion has 
been assumed by us 6 n the strength of our own doctrine, but even so, i 
behoves you to explain the basis of such a notion 

The answer to this is as follows 


TEXT (830) 

T OF 'this NOTION IMAGINED BY MERE WHIM,— AS IN THE 

In THE CASE OF THIS vp CANNOT BE RIGHT TO 


COMMENTARY 


When one does not wish to find * cause, 
regarding such cause for an effect which you 


how could he be questioned 
have yourself assumed 1 I« 
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fact, you have to question yourself, who have assumed, the eSect, under 
your own whim , whims do not always follow the real state of things , they 
are essentially free from all restraint , hence nothing can be proved on their 
, as it would lead to an infinite regress For instance, for what is 
assumed by you, another person might assume somet hing entirely different. 
—(830) 

Then again, it is not that notions like ' this subsists m that ’ do not 
appear at all ; m fact, the notions that do appear are to the contrary This is 
what is shown m the followmg — 


TEXTS (831-834) 

The notion that does appear in ordinary experience is in the 
pobm ‘ the Branches m the Tree ‘ the stones m the Hied ’ , 

AND THIS NOTION PROCEEDS FROM THE FACT THAT THE TWO (THE 

Branch and the Stones) are perceived to be in close contact 

WITH THE OTHER PORTIONS OF THE TWO ‘ IMMOVABLES ’ (TREE AND 

Hill) The notion that ‘those two (Tree and Mountain) 
subsist in these (Branches and the Stones) ’ however that is 

PUT FORWARD (BY THE OPPONENT) IS ONE THAT IS BEYOND ALL 
ORDINARY EXPERIENCE WHAT SUCH NOTIONS AS ‘ THIS COLOUR OR 

that Action in this Jar ’ apprehend is identity , the general 
terms ‘Colour’ (‘Action’), ‘Jar’ connote these things 

GENERALLY, IN ALL STATES AND CONDITIONS; HENCE FOR THE 
PURPOSE OF MENTIONING THEIR PARTICULAR FORMS, THEY ARE 
SPOKEN OF IN THE MANNER EXPRESSED IN THE SAID NOTIONS , AND 
IT IS ON THE BASIS OF THOSE PARTICULAR FORMS THAT THE NOTION 
APPEARS IN THAT FORM, — NOT ON THE BASIS OF * INHERENCE ’ ; 
BECAUSE THE DISTINCTION AMONG ALL THESE IS NOT PERCEIVED. 

-(831-834) 


COMMENTARY 

, ^'ordmary We such notions are met with as ‘ The Branches m the Tree 

‘ M ' T T t ,? n0S ™ the Hll! ’>■— nnd not such as ■ The Tree m the Branches ’, 
10 m , Stones ’ That notion also of ‘ the Branches m the Tree ’ 
UC t0 * n * ierence * » it is due to the fact that the two {Branches and 
, are P^tved m close contact with portions of * the two immovables % 
Trunk- 't' J 1 ' 00 nnd ®f° nes spoken of, — those other portions being the 

J l nd , the Base of th0 Hill -The term 'immovables' 

both are equal™ LmoSbfc ^ ^ ^ ° f fhe faot that 
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Those two ' , — tho Hill nnd the Tree 
‘ In these ’ , — m tho Stones nnd m tho Branches 

Question — “ Tlicro nro many such noil-known notions among people as 
Hu* Cnloiu > Taste, Odour, Toueli, nnd Action in the Jar' , what could be 
the bn ms of sue) i n notion, oxcopt Inherence 1 ” 

- 1 newel — ‘ What such notions, etc etc ’ — ' Identity i e Being of the 
iinlino of the .Tnr , this is u lint is apprehended by the said notion, — or by 
men When * Colour ’ is spoken of ns ‘ in the Jar ’, what is meant is that the 
Cntoin is of the neitmc of the Jar, not that it is the same as the Jar When 
there is a desire to speak of certain common potencies like those of Dolour 
and tho rest, nnd jet to distinguish those present m things other than the 
Jnr, mm introduces the term ‘Jar’ (and uses the expression 1 the Colour in 
/ he Jar ’) Each of tho terms ‘ Colour ’ and the rest, by itself, is used for the 
purpose of connoting tho specifio capacity of each of those factors to bring 
about the visual nnd other eogiutions specifically, thus it is that the term 
' Jnr ’just indicates those dnerso factors , thus there being no co-ordination 
bet u con the tuo, tho sameness of form is explained on the basis of different 


substratum 

“ Why then are both tho terms used ? ” 

Answer —‘The general terms, etc etc ’ —The term ‘ Colour ’ connotes 
Colour in general, in oil sorts of conditions , for instance, just as the Colour m 
t ho Jar is spoken of ns * Colour so also is the colour m the Cloth , hencethe 
„ ord ’ Colour ’ by itself does not connote anytlung in particular, as to 
particular Colour is meant When, however, the expression used is the 

* Ji T„r>' CVilnnr connoted is that particular one which is in 

«» • *-• • r 3’^';rrss , s 

tM <MW -n O. J*. £ »’ ‘ST.SU-* » 

such tlung ns Inlierenc ^ w n0 difference apprehended among 

the Distinction, etc e c , ’ , the baBls of which the said notion 

• inherence Jar and Colour _ 

could bo said to be based upon ‘ ^ ad duoed by the Opponent 

jf . StSdusion is annulled by Inference and other means 

of cognition — (831-831) 


It has been argued by the ^ 

irr-s - - - “ ' 

Xie answered in to following- 
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TEXTS (835-839) 


If there mere one and the same Inherence in all things, then 

THE NOTION OF CLOTH ’ SHOVED APPEAR IN THE POTSHERD ALSO 
TT WOULD ALSO FOLLOW THAT THE UNIVERSAL ‘ COW ’ SUBSISTS 
IN THE ELEPHANT ALSO SO THAT THE ELEPHANT ALSO SHOULD 

hate the EosM of the Cow, just like the Variegated Cow —The 

NOTION THAT ‘ THE CLOTH SUBSISTS IN THE YARNS’ IS BASED UPON 

Inherence , this same Inherence being present in the 
Potsherds also, why is it that there is no such notion as that 
‘the Cloth subsists in the Potsherds ’ i— I f it be urged teat 
this is so for the simple reason that the Cloth does not subsist 
in the Potsherds,— then the answer is that in the yarns also, 
it subsists only by Inherence , is this Inherence then not 
resent in the Potsherds « In fact the Inherence of the 
Cloth in the Yarns must be the same as the Inherence of 
the Cloth [bead *j xttrnja ’ acc to comm) m the Potsherds 

COr “ " « *— » » » NOTION AT’ 


COMMENTARY. 

not^o :z^z ’r a “ STO h 

«» Unnersal • Cow £ ** “ '* «* -ho that 

‘Cow * appears in regard to the van^^J JUSfc as fche nofcl °n of 
regard to the Elephant Cow ’ 50 should lf - appear also in 

ex PhmId afblg' 'dr^TtlSfl' 0l °' h T m the Yams ’ lms been 

Cloth is pres^ m the Potsherds also" whv ^ Inherenoe of 

notion— 1 The Cloth « the Po^erds *** ** be * 

It ought be argued Hint •> regard to the Potsherds also ? 

Potsherds, tile said notion does °loth does not subsist in the 

Tins cannot be true Be v 

T™ 15 a!s ° to be so onl™I ** the CIoth ■*■*. in the 

nherenee present in the Potsherds ° f Iaherence i “ not this same 

no «*h not, on as ■ the Cloth 1 u a ° COmit oi wluoh could 

t AS * «^STS I , thS P ° tSh9rdS ’ al8 °‘ "■*« » X 

SrlS==Si 

•”«3SSS|5= 
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* Action — boing one and the earn©, any division among tb© said Categories 
would bo impossible — (836-839) 


Tlio following Text propounds the possibility of the notion of ‘Cow’ 
in regard to tho Elophant • — 


TEXT (840) 

SnnuiirA', the Inherence op the Universal ‘Elephant ’ m the 
Elephant should be one and the same as the Inherence of 

THE VARIOUS UNIVERSALS ‘ COW ’ AND THE REST IN 
THEIR RESPECTIVE SUBSTRATA —(840) 

» 

COMMENTARY 

In tho following Texts (841-846), the author sets forth the answer given 
bv Prashastamali — 


TEXT (841) 


“ Even though Inherence is one, the restriction op container and 
contained is always thebe , by virtue of which the Universal 
* SUBSTANCE ' IS PRESENT IN SUBSTANOES ONLY, AND 

the Universal ‘ Action ’ is present nr 
Actions only”— (841) 

COMMENTARY 


Prashastamali lias argued as follows -"Though Inherence ,s one, yet 
ii iiimnri nf rh admixture among the five Categories , because 
there is no *”£t u oon ? ame d m whot , that is to say, 

there is always a res™ as to wha^ ^ ^ ^ 

the Universal Subst Universal ‘ Action > is contained 
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TEXTS (842-843) 

' From the perception of the fact that the notion of * subsisting- 

IN THI S WHICH ARISES OUT OF ‘ INHERENCE IS PRESENT IN 
AT.r. CASES, IT IS CONCLUDED THAT * INHERENCE ’ IS ONE 
ONLY , AT T HE SAME TIME, FROM THE PERCEPTION OF 
THE FACT THAT SUCH BASES AS THE UNIVERSALS 

‘ Substance ’ and the rest are absent in 

CERTAIN CASES, IT IS CONCLUDED THAT 
THE NOTIONS OF THESE UNIVERSALS 

‘ Substance ’ and the rest are 

RESTRICTED IN THEIR 

SCOPE ”-(842-843) 

COMMENTARY. 

“ The notion of * subsistence in this which is based upon Inherence, 
is found to appear in all cases in one and the same form, from which it follows 
that Inherence is one only However, even though Inherence is one, the 
notions based upon the Universal ‘ Substance ', etc are found to appear in 
distinct forms as resting in distinct substrata , and thus they are found to be 
absent,- — not present — m all cases, from this it is concluded that these 
Umveraals are distinct and diverse ; so that there can be no admixture of 
the five Categories ” — (842-843) 

In answer to the question — -How is it that there is this restriction of the 
Container and Contained, when the relation (of Inherence) is one and the 
same t — the following answer is provided (by Prashastamati) . — 


TEXTS (844-845) 

Even though ‘ Conjunction ’ is one only, yet the relation of 
Container and Contained is restricted to the Pit and the Cord 

(placed THEREIN) , SIMILARLY THERE WOULD BE RESTRIC- 
TION IN THE CASE IN QUESTION ALSO So THAT, EVEN 

though Inherence is one only, yet as there 

WOULD BE DIVERSITY IN THE OHABACTEB OF 

being the mamfester and manifested, 

THEBE WOULD BE NO INCONGRUITY 

IN IT AT AIL "-(844-845) 

COMMENTARY 

41 Eve “ thou 8 h Conjunction is one only, yet in the case of the Curd and 
ie it, the relation of Container and Contained is restricted , — similarly, m 
lecase Of the Universal ‘Substance’, etc, even though Inherence is one 
“ '* JCt ’ by reason of the diversity m the capacity of mamfester and 
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manifested there would be restriction regarding the relation of Container 
and Contam&l 

“'In it ’ — le m tlie restriction of the relation of Container and 
Contained ” — (S44-845) 

The answer to the above arguments (of Prashastamali) is given in the 
following — 

TEXTS (846-847) 

If Inherence is one only, then any restriction regarding the 
Container and Contained is impossible The Universal ‘ Sub- 
stance ’ IS HELD TO SUBSIST IN SUBSTANCE ONLY, — HOW 
COULD THAT BE DUE TO INHERENCE * THIS SAME 

Inherence or the substance is present in 
Quality, etc also as these latter are 

RELATED TO THE UNIYEBSALS ‘ QUALITY 
etc — and Inherence is the same 
in both — (S46-847) 


COMMENTARY 

According to it-', there is no such relation of Container and Contained 
es is held to subsi-t between the Universal ‘Colour’ and the particular 
Colour, It IS admitted bv a on only, and this is impossible for you who 
regard Inherence to be one only These and other incongroities in the 

Opponent s standpoint are now pointed out 

For instance, the Opponent accepts the restriction that the Universal 
‘Substance’ subsists in Substances alone, and he does so on the basis of 
■Inherence’,— now the ‘Inherence’ of the Universal as Substance is 
present m Qualities also , because those are related to the Universal 

QU Q««f ion — * Eien though the Relation is there, how is it concluded 

that that Relation is that of Inherence ’ ” , 

Ansteer Inherence .s the same in both — Both — i e the two 
UmvSX- Substance ’ and ‘ Quality ’ Thus the not, or* — 

ba=is to both ca=es, admixture and confusion are mevitab 


TEXT (848) 

-rer SO THEN THIS (INHERENCE) WOULD BE DIFFERENT 
If IT WERE NOT SO, THE- , TC JUST AS 

Conjunction varies with each conju- 

-(848) 

COMMENTARY 

, r Inherence of the Universal ‘ Quality 

If tl vere no > so , i « > the Inherence of the Universal 

m particular Qualities were not the same 
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1 Substance ’ in particular Substances, — then Inherence should vary -with, 
each substratum , just as Conjunction does — (848) 

It has been argued (by Prashastmnati, under Text 843, above) that — 
“ From seeing the absence o£ such basis as the Universal of 1 Substance 
etc it is concluded that the scope of these Umversals is restricted ’ — This 
is answered m the following — 


TEXT (849) 

It is not possible that there should be absence oe notions based 
upon the Universal ' Substance — when the basis is 
there For the same reason there cannot be 
RESTRICTION OF IT — (849) 

COMMENTARY. 

So long as the cause is there in its perfect condition, there cannot he 
absence of the effect , if it were there, then, it Would not he the effect of that 
cause. Thus then the absence of the said notion being impossible, the 
restriction regarding the relation of container and contained also cannot be 
right — (849) 

“The restriction could be based upon such common expressions as 
‘ The Universal Substance is contained — subsists— in Substances only ’ " 
Answer * — J 


TEXT (850). 

The EXPRESSIONS of ‘being contained’ AND ‘ SUBSISTING > AND THE 
E ALS0 Mtt: EASED WON the same ' Inherence ’ , hence 
these also CANNOT be THE BASIS OF RESTRICTION.— (850) 

COMMENTARY. 

also 1re«Z° S ^ ‘ bemg *. ‘ subsisting ’ and so forth 

the relation of cJZT a A ° ami0t Serve as the of restricting 

*“ *■» — 

“* 4 «““ » 

Ansxccr — 
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TEXT (S51) 

The difference in the capacity to manifest and to be manifested 

ALSO IS BASED UPON INHERENCE ITSELF , IT CANNOT BE DUE TO 
ANYTHING ELSE , BECAUSE THERE CAN BE NO ' PRO- 
DUCING ’ OF THINGS THAT ARE ETERNAL — (851) 

COMMENTARY 

Substances have been held to be the manifesto" of the Universal 
‘ Substance — and tins on the strength of Inherence itself , because it is 
oil account of the fact that the Universal ‘ Substance ’ inheres in a particular 
substance that it is said to be manifested by it 

‘ It cannot be due to anything else ' , — i e to any such circumstance as 
the production of the character capable of bringing about an idea, which has been 
postulated by the Buddhist Because Inherence has been held to exist 
even m eternal tilings like 1 Being ' and the like, — and it is not right that 
there should be any * production ’ of what are eternal — (851) 

The some line of argument is further supported in the following — 


TEXT (852) 

By THE HERE PRESENCE OF THE LAMP, THE LAMP DOES NOT BECOME 
CAPABLE OF PRODUCING ANY NOTIONS , SO ALSO THE TJNTYEBSALS 
T,TT,-E ‘ Jab ’ (CANNOT BECOME CAPABLE OF PRODUCING 

notions) — (852) 


COMMENTARY 


The case of the ‘ Pit and the Curd 
(under Text 844, by Prashastamati) 
not admitted by us — 


’ has been put forward as an example 
The following Text shows that tins is 


TEXT (S53) 


T.-P.AD TO ABSURDITIES — (5S3) 


COMMENTARY 

- » — - “ — 01 * h ' * 

»>' »• - -*• ^ “■ 0 “""“ ’ 
Any restriction, tic 

Tat basis ',-1 e on the basis of Conjunction 
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The ‘ absurdity ’ referred to lies in the possibility of such notions os 
the Pit in the Curd ’ , as the only ground for it — m the shape of Conjunction, 
— would be equally available m this also — (853) 

It has been argued above (under Text 826) that “ Inherence must be 
eternal, because no Cause of it is perceived ” — This is answered in the 
following — 

TEXT (854). 

BN THE ETF.RNAL1TY OP INHERENCE ALL THINGS BECOME ETERNAL , 

BECAUSE ALL THESE ARE .EVER PRESENT, BY INHERENCE IN 
THEIR OWN SUBSTRATUM (854) 

COMMENTARY. 

If Inherence is eternal, then the Jar and other things also will have to he 
regarded as eternal , as they exist for ever m their own substratum. In 
fact, it is on the ground of Inherence that these things are held to subsist 
m their substratum, — and this Inherence is eternal , — why then should not 
the things persist for ever ’ — (854) 

In the following Texts, the Author anticipates and answers the Opponent’s 
reply — 


TEXTS (855-858) 

Things become destroyed father through the disruption op their 

COMPONENTS, OR THROUGH THE DESTRUCTION OP THESE, JUST 

like Action, — on account op Conjunction and such 

OTHER CAUSES ” , — IF THIS IS URGED, THEN, THAT CAN- 
NOT BE SO , BECAUSE THE INHERENCE OF THESE 
COMPONENTS ALSO IN THEIR SUBSTRATUM IS 
HELD TO BE ETERNAL. Ip THESE CAME 
TO DESTRUCTION, THEN INHERENCE 
ALSO WOULD BECOME DESTRUC- 
TIBLE ”—(855-856) 


COMMENTARY 

The following might be urged by the Opponent — “ The Jar and other 
lings become destroyed either through the disruption of their component 
parts or through the destruction of the parts , just as, while the Jar is m 

b ! the LI Tf ° r baked ’ ltS B ° tl0n (m0tl0n > ,5ecomes destroyed 

' C a so, d substance This has been thus declared — ‘ By the 

mbits to the production of the effect’. Similarly one Comutmr, 

through anmher'srnmd ” h an ° tiler CoBmtwa ’ one Sound becomes destroyed 

the T S T h ” th ° ° Pponcnt ' s ,0ll6lne What he means is that, even thorn* 
ereneo may be there as the basis of the object’s continued existence. 
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isurrr: mr„r t — — — 

urged cannot uTotiTmd Zpont's l^SSl f" ^ 

ponents wherein their Inherence lies for ever W t. A , CQm ' 
destruction or disrupt 5 * ’ 1,0W then C0ll,d **•«• «* nnjr 

This is so not onlj- in regard to the substances composed of those mm 

. m regard to Action ' ete ois ° - tius is - »>^«od * 

ohJ! rt te thBt ‘ I,ere IS destract,on of the components of tlie 

object then the Inherence also would lime to bo regarded ns hablc to 
destruction — (855-856) 


" Why so ’ ” 

Answer — 

TEXTS (857-838) 

Week the Relatne has ceased to exist, it is impossible for the 
Relation to exist When the conjunct object has been 
destroyed, the Conjunction can no longer be there 
And jhst as the conjuncts are there while the 
Conjunction is there,— so also the Inhcrcnts 

SHOULD EXIST WHILE THE INHERENCE IS 
THERE — (857-838) 

COMMENTARY 

Ho supports the same idea, in the words — ‘ When the Conjunct object, 
etc etc ’ 

What is meant is that, on account of tho Relatnc haling ccn'cd to rust, 
the Inherence comes to be non-ctemal, just like the Conjunction nhich censes 
on the destruction of the Conjunct, Or the other altcmntiic is that the rela- 
tives continue to exist, bccnu=o of the Relation not basing craved , these 
relatives being bke tho two substances, tho Conjunction between whom lias 
not ceased — If it were not so, then, m both cases, the Relation m question 
would lose its character — (867-858) 


The Opponent urges the following argument — 


TEXT (839) 

"Even on the destruction of one Relative, the iNnrprvcE co>. 

UNITES TO EXIST, BECAUSr THE OTHFR RFLATIVE IS STILL 

•jhere — Nor would tiif, s vme bl the cast with 
Conjunction , because there is difi f.bi nce ” 

—(839) 


COMMENTARY. 

What the Opponent means ,s os follows In the first Reason (ad.lucM 
by the Buddhist), if what is meant is tlio destruction of all Relatii.es, thm 
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t „ -nrtiv- ‘ -unproven ‘not admitted’ , because the destruction, of all 

1« then the Season is put forward with a view to some sort of Relatives 
jJJL ceased to exist, then it is Inconclusive , because even when l«W 
Relative mav have ceased to exist, other Relatives would still be there 

Conjunction also should have to be regarded as eternal - Antimpatmg 
this! the Opponent says— It cannot be so, because there « difference . 
tliat is to sav. Conjunction varies with each conjunct object , hence i 
is onlj right to regard it as evanescent. , Inherence, on the other hand 
,s onlj one in the whole world, because its basis, m the shape of the 
notion of ‘subsistence herein’, remains always the same, hence it cannot 
be right to regard Inherence as evanescent; as it is alwajs perceptible m 
another Relative (even on the cessation of one Relative) ” (859) 


The above argument is answered in the following — 


TEXTS (SOO-8G4) 

If it is as explained, then when certain inherent objects like 
the Jab have ceased to exist, — what is it that continues to 
exist t {A) Is it that Inherence which has been assumed to 
constitute the existence or those objects, which Inherence 

CONTINUES TO EXIST IN THE OTHER RELATIVES * Or (B) IS IT 
SOMETHING ELSE, AS IN THE CASE OR CONJUNCTION, PLURALITY AND 

so roRTH 7 — (J) It cannot be the former , if the Inherence of 

THAT KIND CONTINUES TO EXIST, THEN THE SAID OBJECTS — JAR. 
ETC — ALSO SHOULD BE THERE IT THEY WERE NOT THERE, THEN 

the Inherence that constitutes their existence could not 

REMAIN THERE ; OR IT MIGHT BE THESE IN MERE NAME — PROM ALL 
THIS IT EOLLOWS THAT EVEN BEFORE, AS AFTER, THE OBJECTS COULD 
NOT BE SUBSISTING IS THEIR SUBSTRATUM, THROUGH ANY SUCH THING 

as ‘ Inherence ’ Thus this ‘ subsistence ’ or theirs cannot be 
real -(860-904) 

COJDIENTARY. 

When the Jar, and other things that are held to ‘ inhere ’ m their cause 
cease to exist — what is it that continues t o exist , — (J ) Is it the * Inherence 
that has been assumed as constituting their existence in their cause — 
tins Inherence continuing to exist in Relatives other than the Jar, etc. ! 
— (B) Or is it something else, — like Conjunction and Plurality, which vary 
with each Conjunct J — The term ‘ citfi ’ is meant to include Disjunction 

If the former alternative is accepted, then the Jar, etc should still 
continue to exist, because there would be no falling off of the nature of their 
existence, which (in the shape of Inherence) would be just as it was before 



rv.xiy Nr, son) 

f/.'j It. i**> rut i>nin> iumi, thi 'Imiuunii * that continues to 
IM'T, «IW! Tttl OTH! V. llPLATIVP IS THERJ., IS SOMr.TlrTSG 
bill Mir nt.-— v* in mi cisi. or Conjunction. Di'unsc- 
I‘m mi trv ami no loimr.—Tiirs, in that cask, 
thu 1 ! *n,n nr n ntAUTVoi Ism ih*ncf also, 

•Jl iT A*' TIM vr is <>» OoNJt NCTION", ETO — THUS, 

ii * I mu vt sri: ’ is rovrcMTi i> to fatst, 

THIN Tumi: ttOIM* HE THIS AM* 

'(INI <ITHI*B INCONOItriTIIS — 

(Si M SOOJ 


COMMENTARY. 


(It) It ill" promt fiUrnmtn r — (list whnl contraltos to ONisl is something 
,J.| accepted, then. Or tp should tie plurohtj of * Inherence just ns 
tlipfe is «'f Conjunction, etc . mul this would nuoKp tlie surrendering of 
ttie dortnnP Omt there is no dnerutj in Tnheronce 

■ 27,i* end i nrf'l o'hrr 'nrpnqnHtin * ,—llns is meant to include such 
incongruities n<— (<•) * the lut.htx of tho Cmtso (6) ‘ tho contradiction of 
,„ v , n ,l opium ms’, (r) uicompnnliiUtj with foots of Perception, otc , (d) 

4 the mimiHnneous birth of nil things 

tn) lor mstonce, the ’birth’ of o tiling is desenbod ns ‘ mhoronco 
,n th- come’ or • inherence m Being *; nnd Inheronco is otomnt; hence 
,„„W not bo\e mix mpscits to bring nliout tho birth of tho effect , 


Vure 1 «1 A would b*' futile 

Ih-ra would bo lontradietion of such (iWiefiia) npronsms as— 
,» Conjuiu linn .» bronchi nbmit In the notion of cither of tho >twoi Tnctors, 
llV th ; nrtion of both, nnd b> Conjunction ”, “ Cognition is produced by the 
eontm t of lit* Sew «• orpin nnd the object, etc etc ” 
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(c) The doctrine m question goes against the idea of the Eye, etc being 
the cause of Perceptional and other cognitions. 

(d) Birth, in the shape of ' Inherence 1 , being eternal, there can bo no 
sequence in the birth of things,— which will have to be regarded as simul- 
taneous , this would be an incongruity , and it would also go against tho 
Opponent’s own doctrine that “ the non .simultaneity of Cognitions is indica- 
tive of the Mind ” 

lastly, the Birth of things being eternal, — the entire world would 
consist of things which could not benefit, or be benefited by, others ; and 
hence the propounding of the Philosophy would be futile ; and so on and 
so forth, there would be many incongruities, which would cut off und smash 
the entire fabric of the Opponent’s Philosophy — (8G5-8GG) 


End of Chapter XV. 



CHAPTER XVI 

Examination of the Import of Woids 


COMMENTARY 

The Author proceeds to set forth the Introduction to the Arguments m 
support of the \ low (set forth m Text 2) that the Truth is ' amenable to 
Winds mid Cognitions only in an assumed (supei imposed) form ’ — 


TEXTS (867-S68) 

" y r Adjuncts do not exist in reality, then on what basis would 

THERE BE SUCH COGNITIONS AND VERBAL EXPRESSIONS AS 

' THE Man with the stick ‘ the white . ‘ move *, ‘ exists *, 

‘ COW ‘ HERE ’ AND SO FORTH “> — THEY CANNOT BE 
HELD TO BE BASELESS NOR CAN THEY APPLY 
PROMISCUOUSLY TO ALL THINGS ” 

-(807-868) 


COMMENTARY 

■'What is apprehended bj Word and Cognition ,s a Real Entity, 
hence wl.at words express by means of affirmation and denial is only the 
real state of things” -such is the view of the Realists -The view of the 
Ncgat.on.sts (Apolusts), on the other hand, is as follows - There is nothing 
r J that is expressed bt words , all verbal cognition is wrong because 
lt proceeds by imposing non-difference upon tilings that are really different , 
a case where there is indirect connection with an entity, there is some 
sort of agreement w ith the object, even though the Cognition is Tca ^ 

Such is So view of these people The one uniform, non-different form that 
fs mipoSd upon things ^roeeeds on the strength of the J 

things m the form of the ' exclusion of o^erW^and 

the nature of the ‘ exclusion or negaUonof by 

s c^rsr-««s- - * — by 

words is Apo/m,tlie' negation M ^ objections (against the Apolnst, 

The Realists urge tlie folio g J . verbal Cognition, 

Negationist, Banddha) If ’'T^°^_^ ua i 1 f yJ ng’faetors— m the shape of 

there is no 'real basis as the and Inherence,-- 


then how 
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cognitions as ‘ the man with the stick which are all based upon adjuncts 
in the shape of substance, etc. 9 For instance, such expressions and notions 
as * the man with the stick ’, ‘ the animal with horns ' are known to be 
based upon adjuncts m the shape of substances , such expressions and notions 
as 'white’, ‘black’ are based upon adjuncts in the shape of qualities, 
such expressions and notions as ‘ moves ’, ‘ wanders ’ are based upon adjuncts 
in the shape of Action , such expressions and notions as ‘ is * exists ’ are 
based upon adjuncts in the shape of ‘ Being ’ . such expressions and notions 
as ‘ Cow ’, ‘ Horse ‘ Elephant ’ are based upon adjuncts m the shape of 
Universals and Particulars , and the expression and notion * The Cloth in 
these yarns ’ are based upon Inherence — -If then, there did not exist any of 
these Substance and the rest, the expressions and notions of the ' Man with 
the stick ’ and other things would become baseless. — The term ' adi ’ goes 
with every member of the compound So that every one of such similar 
expressions and notions become included, as ‘ the umbrella-holder *, ' the 
horned animal ’ and so forth — As for the Ultimate Individualities, they 
are cognizable by mystics only , hence these are not meant to be included 
here 

And yet it is not right that these expressions and notions should be 
regarded as entirely baseless If they v ere so, they would be equally liable 
to appear everywhere 

“Nor are they found to apply promiscuously to all things, without 
distinction 

From all tins it follows that Substance and the rest do reallv exist 

The argument may be formulated as follows - — Expressions and notions 
that appear m mutually distinct forms must have a real basis,-— hire the 
Auditory and other notions , — the expressions and notions of the ‘ stick- 
holder ’, etc do appear m distract forms ,— -hence this is a natural reason 
(for regarding them os having a real basis) —If they had no such basis, things 
would appear in all places without distraction ,— this is the argument setting 
aside a contrary conclusion ” — (8G7-86S) 


The Author proceeds to refute the 
the following — 


above Reasoning (of the Realist) 


m 


TEXT (869) 

Tse answer ^ above „ AS EOUXWg __ As A MATTEB OF fact 

there is no real basis FOR these expressions and notions , 
the ONLY BASIS FOR THEM CONSISTS in the seed 
located in the purely subjective conscious- 
ness — (869) 


UUSINJSNTARY. 

'r* h “ ” ^ 

If what is meant to bo proved is only that they have some sort 
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cognition being nl n as « verba], is wrong, and it. cannot have any real bals 
Located, etc ,— 10 embedded m consciousness , , e m Hlc fon f 
Tendencies and Impressions -—(809) 

scriptures *— 10 ^ ” fa,ther ™PP ortf ' d b 5' reference to the 

TEXT (870) 

Whatever is said to he the object of a verbal expression 

IS NEVER REALLY COGNISED , SUCH IS THE VERY ESSENCE 
OF ENTITIES — (S70) 

COMMENTARY 

‘ TP/i«fc»er — 1 c ‘ Specific Individuality ’, Universal ’ and the like 
‘ Such u the very essence of things ' this diameter, of being beyond the 
reach of words, forms the \ erj essence of things This has been thus declared 
— ‘ By whatever name a thing is spoken of, that thing is not really cognised 
tliore-, such is tho very essence of things’ 

Question . — “ What is the proof for Verbal Cognition being wrong and 
baseless J ” 

Answer . — The proof has already been asserted by us to the effect that , 
inasmuch as Verbal Cognitions impose non difference upon tilings that are 
different, they are all wrong For instance, wlien one thing is cognised as 
what it is not, that cognition is wrong , e g the cognition of Water in the 
Mirage, — Verbal Cognition consists m the imposing of non' difference on 
what is different hence this is a natuial reason (for regarding it as loiong) 
There is no real entity in the shape of the ‘ Universal ’ u hich could be the 
object of Verbal Cognition — by virtue of which the Reason might be regarded 
as ‘Unproven’ Because the ‘Universal’ has been already discarded in 
great detail. — Even granting that there is such a thing as the ‘ Universal ’ 
even so, if that Universal is held to be something different from the particular 
things, the cognition would still be one of non-difference where there is 
difference , and hence wrong Because a set of things cannot be the same 
as others when they are held to contain these If, on the other hand, the 
Universal be held to be non-different from the particular things, — tho entire 
Universe would really form the single object of the ‘Universal’ , and hence 
the cognition of it as ‘ Universal ’ must be wrong, because the notion of the 
‘ Universal ’ does not appertain to a single thing , as the cognition of tho 
‘ Universal ’ is always preceded by the perception of diversity 

When Verbal Cognition is thus proved to be wrong, it must also bo 
objectless, baseless , because the object productive of the ignition haring 
surrendered its form, there can be nothing left which could be the basis of 

the the ctyecUessness of Verbal Cognitions m another 

manner . That Lne can fern the import of words whereto they have been 
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applied bv Comention ; nothing eke can foim their import , as if it did then 
tot would lead to absurdities And there is no object wherein the applica- 
tion of any words has been fixed by Convention Hence all Vernal Cognitions 

and Explosions must be entirely baseless 

Tlie a, gument may be formulated as follows -When words have not 
been fixed bv Convention at their very' inception, upon certain tilings, thev 
do not really denote these things ,-e g the word * Horse ’ which has not been 
applied bv convention to animals with the Dewlap (i e the Cow) does not 
denote the cow, —all words have not been applied by Convention, at the 
very inception to anv things , hence the wider conception is never appro- 
headed , that is, Denoiativcness is invariably concomitant with being fixed by 
Convention, and this latter is absent m the case of words —(870) 


The following Text proceeds to show that the Reason adduced is not 
1 unproven * — 

TEXT (S71) 

« .Specific Individuality f Universal \ ‘ Relation to Universal 
* .Something endowed with the Universal ‘ Form of the 
Cognition of the object \ — none of these really 

FIND A PLACE IN THE * IMPORT OF WORDS ' 

— ( 871 ) 


COMMENTARY. 

That is to say, when the * Import of words * is held to consist in an 
object in regard to which a Convention has been duly apprehended, — 
such import would consist, either (1) m ‘Specific Individuality % or (2) 
m * Universal \ or (3) in 1 Relation to the Universal \ — the pronoun * tat 7 
m the compound * tadyogah 7 standing for the Universal,- — or (4) m * some- 
thing endowed with the Universal ’, — or (5) in * the form of the Cognition of 
the object 1 These are the only alternatives possible — In the case of 
over j one of these, no Convention is possible , and hence it cannot form the 

* Import of Words * 

‘ "Really 1 , — tins has been added in order to indicate that, the author 
does not denj fclio illusory ‘import of words’ , and hence there is no self- 
contradiction m terms , otherwise there w ould be a self-contradiction involved 
in his Proposition , inasmuch as it could not be possible to assert that 

* Specific Individuality and the rest do not constitute the Import of w ords 
without speaking of thorn by means of these words , so that by speaking of 
those by their names, for the purpose of pro\ mg Ins proposition, lie would 
he admitting the fact that these are capable of being expressed by i lords , — 
and vet this fact is denied in the Proposition , so that there W’ould be self- 
contradiction 

This explanation answers Uddyotaknra's assertion to the effect that 
' l f " are inexpressive, then there is contradiction between the Proposition 
ami the Premiss 11 . — Because we do not entirely deny the fact of words 
having their ‘import’ ; for the simple reason that this is well-known even 
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to tlio meanest cowherd What we do deny, however, is the character of 
Beall!,, which the other party impose upon the Import, — not the Import 
itsolf - '.i71) 

Tho following Text proceeds to show that * Specific Individuality ’ 
uinnot form the 1 Import (or Denotation) of Words ’ because there oan be 
no Convention in regard to it — 


TEXT (872) 

Op these, * Specific Individuality ’ cannot be denoted By 

WORDS , BECAUSE IT CAN HAVE NO CONNECTION WITH 

the time of Convention and Usage — (872) 

/ COMMENTARY 

‘ Cannot be denoted by words ’ that is, because there can be no Conven- 
tion in regard to it 

Question. — " Why can there be no Convention m regard to it I ’’ 

Answer —Because there is l myoga \ absence,— of connection with the 
time related to Convention and Usage,—' there can be no Convention in 
regard to the Specific Individuality ’ rthis has to be supplied) 

What is meant is that Convention is made for the purposes of usage , 
and not through more love for it , hence people can nghtly make Conven- 
tions only with regard to things present at tho time related to that Convention 
and Usage ,_not with regard to anything else As regards Specific In- 
dividuality ’, it cannot be present at the time of the Convention and Usage , 
hence there can be no Convention in regard to it —\KU) 

Question Why is it not possible for the Specific Individuality to be 
present at the time of Convention and Usage J 
Answer — 

TEXTS (873-874) 

Things of the nature of Individuals cannot become inter-toed 
AMONG themselves, -because these are differences (among 

"7TL™ »»• ™ • 

and the rest — For this reason, the thing con- 
ceived by Convention is never met with in 

ACTUAL USAGE , AND THAT IN REGARD TO WHICH 

no Convention has been apprehended 
can never be comprehended 
through words, -like any 
other thing — (873-874) 

COMMENTARY 

The variegated Cow, et< ° £ 
have their individual forma eluded from 
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place, etc , and as such, they never become mter-related among themselves 
Consequently, when a man has set up a Convention m regard to one of these 
individuals /,ie could not carry on usage, on that basis, in regard to other 
individuals — In the phrase ‘manifestation and the rest’, the term ‘the 
rest ’ is meant to include Colour, Shape, Condition and other peculiarities 
‘ Is never met with ?n actual usage ’ , — what is meant is that, m tins way, 
there being no Convention m regard to it, the Beason adduced by the Author 
cannot he said to be ‘ unproven 

That the Reason is not ‘ Inconclusive ’ is shown by the words — ‘ That 
in regard to which no Convention has been comprehended, etc etc ’ 

‘ Like any other thing ’, — i e like things of other kinds 
‘ Dhvaneh ’, — Through Words 

What is meant is as follows . — If the Word denoted a thing in regard 
to which no Convention has been apprehended, then the term ‘ Cow ’ also 
should denote the Horse , and m that case, the making of Conventions would 
be useless Hence the possibility of this anomaly annuls the contrary con- 
clusion , and thereby the Author’s Premiss becomes established 

Tins same Reason, ' Because no Convention can be made ’, has been 
indicated by the Teacher Dmndga m the declaration — * The Word denoting 
a Universal cannot be denotative of Individuals, because of endlessness ’ , 
what is meant by ‘ endlessness ’ is the impossibility of Convention 

This also sets aside the following argument of Uddyotalara [Nydyaiartika 
2 2 G3, p 327) — “If you make ‘Words' the subject of your argument, 
then, as endlessness is a property of things (denoted by words), it would be 
a Reason that subsists elsewhere than the Subject If, on the other hand, 
the diverse things themselves are the Subject, then neither affirmative nor 
negative corroborative Instances would be available So that * endlessness ’ 
cannot serve as a valid Reason ” 


The same writor has also urged as follows (in Nyayavarhla 2 2 63, 

P B f° ~ “ Th6 objection urged is applicable to those (Buddhists) who 

old that wliat are denoted by words are things without any qualifications , 

rrr'T; T‘ mt n ar ° d9noted b >- "’ords are Substances, Qualities and 

■ 1 ° 'f' 1 * b ' J elc ’ 60 that wherever one perceives the Universal 

‘ Rome ■’ ,! C ’ „ OUB r 3 u he WOrd ' 6X1Stent ’ and s ° forth The Universal 

Universal it ” m regard to t>hmgs characterised by that 

cannoTse’e „ , qmt ® p0S8 ' bte t0 ** W> Conventions So that endlessness 
cannot, serve as a valid reason for you ’’ 

cntitics'n^UniTOrard ft h !i beon alread ^ P roved there are no such real 
*17 : f“ ,g> and th ° rcSt either different 

-ehMlntrLr ' USl tlun e s — B ut even granting that there „ 
to subsist in one InZZ™! ’T®'’ 611 ,0 ’ lt 18 P osslble for several Universal* 
and the l.ko hcl f ’ l * C0Uid be “° o£ su ch words as ‘ Bemg ’ 

b> jj: ot ztzzT™ Further : r has 

Com ention could not mdient Z S ° and 3 ° ’ the person mnkm g the 
of 'Bemg - and other Unu . T ^ ** th ° S6 " ords b >’ a^ns 
« ori, like ‘ *** C<mventl0n ba * b «en made, 

- -Sf « ~r, b : "* s ” ““ >•* «>» »»• 
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The following argument might be urged — “ The person concerned 
himself comes by the usage and then, through affirmative and negative conco 
mifance, comes to establish the connection between the word and its denota- 
tion and therefrom becomes cognisant of the relevant Conv ention ” 

This cannot be right No one person can ever come by the entire usage 
bearing upon any subsequent tiling 

' ‘ What happens is that Imv mg once found that the term * existing ’ is 
frequently applied to things endowed with existence, he concludes that the 
same word is applicable to even unseen things of the same kind ” 

That cannot be true , as such is not found to be the case In fact no 
Convention can apply to unseen things which are endless and which differ 
widely regarding their being past and future If Convention were applicable 
to such things, it would lead to an absurdity 

“ One really does comprehend such Convention m regard to the things 
when he speaks of them as conceived of by Determinate (conceptual) 
Cognition (winch involves verbal expression also) ” 

If that is so, then it comes to this that the application of w ords appertains 
to only such things as are purely fanoiful — and not to real things So 
that the past and future not being before the man at the time, if there 
did appear a ‘ determinate cognition ’ of those, it could only be objectless, 
and hence what is made known by it must be a non-entitj —How then could 
the Convention relating to such things be anything real 7 We desist from 


further augmentation on this point 

Lastly, as our Reason is present in all cases where the Proban um i 

present, it cannot be said to be Contradictory , _ R 

Thus it becomes established that words cannot have Specific 
Individualities ’ for their * import ’ (denotation) (873-8/4) 


The following might be urged -“There are certain Hungs, like the 
Himalaya Mountain, which remain permanently in one and the same form, 
so that there can be no diversity in them due to Place, Time and Distmc j 
—consequently, as they would be present at the tune of Convention and 
Usage, — your Reason becomes partially ‘ inadmissible 
The answer to this argument is as follows 


TEXT (875) 

AXD momentary, as prove® above -(875) 

COMMENTARY 

« And such things nieant Oonvom 

All these are aggregates of ma • because it has been proved 
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m the case of these things also, there can he no presence, at the time of usage, 
of the character that was present at the tune of the making of the Conven- 
tion Hence our Reason is not ' unproven ’ — (875) 

It has thus been established thnt-there can be no Convention bearing upon 
‘ Specific Individuality, — because Usage being impossible m connection 
with it, the Convention would be useless It is now gotng to be shown that 
no Convention is possible m regard to it because no Action is possible — 


TEXTS (876-877). 

As A MATTER OF FACT, THERE CAN BE NO ASSUMPTION OF CONVENTION 
IN REGARD EITHER TO THE bom OR TO THE wnbom THING 

There; can be no real Convention rebating to the 
5 unborn , — as there can be none relating to the 
Horse s Horn , — nor one in regard 1 to 
the Bom thing , because Convention is made 

ONLY ON THE RECALLING TO MIND OF THINGS 
APPREHENDED BEFOREHAND ,— HOW COULD 
THIS BE DONE IN REGARD TO WHAT HAS 
PASSED AWAY LONG AGO ? 

—{876-877) 


COMjSIENTABY 

It 1ms been already proved that all things become destroyed immediately 
ate appearance birth) , ,1 then Convention were made regardmg them it 
could be made either before they were horn, or after they were bom - 

iTirr TiT 1 C ° nVention t0 b0 relating to what is 

Still unborn , because what does not exist can have no characSr at all end 
hence cannot be the substratum of anything -Tba t, , 

* j. » XJstmT "S’ ° f ^ 

with the Locative ’ ’ ® tah ,s added to the word ending 

because a ConventioiT ^egar^^Jw' 15 ^ ^ U ™ S after 14 16 born > 
thing has been apprehended and ^ T* b ® orf - v when the 

the remembrance of Rs name and d st appr6hension 5188 been followed by 
made otherwise than tins, as ifwoSdTfT® W ’ 14 COuld not be 
at tn ® time of the remembrance ofTh^n n ^°° ngrmtleE Thus then, 
41,0 ■ Specific Indneduabtv ’ of the thlTl ^‘mgmshmg features, 

disappeared , so that as m retard ! g m °mentary-_wiU have long 
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the uniformity of thins? annc 1 ' m0 ’ w * leu t ' lere i? remembrance of 

ormitj of thing? appearing long after that apprehension >-(876-877) 

Convention is made —The answer to tins is as follows — 


TEXT (878) 

AS FOB THE OTHEB THING OF THE SAME KIND WHICH APPEARS THROUGH 
THE POTENCY OF THE THING APPREHENDED AT FIRST, THE BODY 

of Convention is not possible in regard to that 
ALSO As FOR SIMILARITY, that also is 
ONLY IMAGINARY — (878) 

COMMENTARY 

Though at tlio time of the making of the Convention, another ‘ momentary 
entity ’ is present, yet, a? the Convention could not bear upon it, no Conven- 
tion is possible , when a maker of Conventions apprehends a Horse, and then 
remembers its namo and makes up the Convention, he doe? not make the 
Convention bear upon the Cow that may bo present at the time, but which 
ha? not formed the subject of Hint Convention 

It might be argued that — “ Thoro is a similarity among all Specific 
Individualities, and on tlus basis they might bo regarded ns one and the 
Convention made regarding them ” — Tlio answer to this is — ‘ As for similarity, 
etc etc ’ , that is, similarity is imposed upon tilings by ‘ determinate ’ 
(conceptual) cognitions , so that if these are what nro denoted by words, then 
it would mean that the Specific Individuality is not denoted at all 

Thus there can be no Convention m regard to the Specific Individuality 
(of Things) Nor can it be m regard to the Specific Individuality of tlio 
Word Because all that the maker of Convention does Is to apply to 
a particular thing a particular Name winch has been recalled to Memory , 
while Memory cannot recoil tlio namo that has been really apprehended 
previously, because that ceased to exist long ago , and the namo that he 
actually pronounces is not the one that ho has known previously , so that 
there could be no real Remembrance of it , and what has not been appre- 
honded by the Memory cannot bo recalled by it Hento it follow's that 
what is recalled by Memory and remembered is only a creation of fancy, 
and not the Specific Individuality (of the word) Thus there can bo no 
Convention relating to any Specific Individuality Hence it bocomes 
established that Specific Individuality is something that cannot be named 
at all —(878) 

The Author next states another proof in support of the view that Specific 
Individuality cannot be denoted by words — 
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TEXT (879) 

The idea of ‘ Heat ’ that follows on the utterance of the name 
(< Hot ’) is not so clear and distinct as the pebceetion of 
the (hot) thing brought about by the 
SENSE-ORGAN — (879) 

COMMENT ABY. 

The cognition of the Hot thing brought about by the Senses is clear and 
distinct, — not so the cognition that is brought about by the word hot ; 
people whoso Visual, Gestatory and OHactory organs have been impaired 
do not cognise the Colour and Taste, etc of things on the hearing of the mere 
name—' niSluhngo ' (Citron), for instance ; while people whose eyes are intact 
have a clear perception of those through that sense-organ. This has been 
thus declared—' The man who has been burnt by fire has the idea of having 
been burnt, on the contact of fire,— which idea is entirely difierent from the 
idea of burning arising on the utterance of the word bum 1 

The perception of the thing, etc etc. — is an Instance per dissimilarity. — 
(879) 

“Even if the idea is not so clear and distinct, why cannot Specific 
Individuality form the denotation of the word ? ” 


TEXT (880) 

It is not right that there should be any connection between 
the Specific Individuality and the Word , nor does the 
Thing appear in the cognition brought about by the 
Word , just as Taste does not appear in 
the cognition of Colour. — (880) 

COMMENTARY 

Tlio argument may be thus formulated — -When a tlung does not appear 
in the cognition brought about by a certain other thing, it cannot form the 
denotation of that , — for instance, Taste in the cognition brought about by 
Colour , — Specific Individuality does not appear m the cognition brought 
about by Words , — hence there is non-apprehension of the wider term (which 
implies the absence of the narrower term) — The Proof annulling the con- 
clusion of the other party consists in the anomaly pointed out here For 
instance, when a Word is said to he denotative of a certain thing, all that 
is meant is that it brings about tho cognition of that thing, — nothing else j 
and a cognition cannot be said to be of that thing nhose form does not appear 
m it at all , if it did, it would lead to an absurdity. Nor can one and the 
same thing have tuo forms — one distinct and the other indistinct, — by 
virtue of which tho indistinct form could be the one denoted by Words , 
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becuilhC one is incompatible with two , end it has been shown that things 
existing nt different times are mutually incompatible — (880) 

The Natydyihas declare ns follows — “ The Individual, the Configuration 
and the Universal, — all these constitute the Denotation of the Word — (Nyaijamlra, 
2 2 b3) — The term ‘ pmlartha ’ here stands for the 1 artha ’, denotative, 
‘ padasi/a ’ , of the Word —The term ‘Individual’ stands for Substances, 


1 padasi/a ’ , of the Word —The term ‘Individual’ stands for Substances, 
Qualities, Actions and Ultimate Differentia , this has been defined in the 
Sftlra — The Individual consists of particular Qualities, Actions and Sub- 
stances (NxnynsOtra, 2 2 04) The meaning of the Sutra, according to the 
author of the Vdrlika (Uddjotahnra), is as follows — ‘Differentia’ is that 
which is differentiated , ‘ gunamshesa ’ is that which is differentiated from 
Qualities, l o Action This same term ' gunaitshefa ’ taken a second time is 
meant to be an Elashlsa Compound, — standing for Quality, the term 
‘ vishern’ ‘particular’, in this case is meant to exclude the Configuration, 
which is essentially a form of Conjunction, and Conjunction is mcluded under 
the category of ‘Quality’, hence if tho qualifying epithet ‘particular’ 
were not there, Configuration also would become included , and yet this is 
not meant to bo intiudod under the ‘ Individual ’, as it has been mentioned 
by a separate word —The term ‘ dsliraya ’, ‘ Receptacle ’, in the Sutra stands 
for Substance , Substance being the receptacle or mbstratum of the said 
particular Qualities and Actions Tins Substance has been indicated by 
the Sutra wherefrom tho form 'tat' has been eliminated The compound 
‘ Gunavisliesashrayah ’ therefore has to bo expounded as - Gunamshesah 
(1’artuAilar QuaUties)-C«naois7ie5d/i (Action^Tadashrayah (Substances) 

Stz r.'isss * = 

^;"i^ 

the maw mnyana) however the £ ™ J J ^dividual, 

— ‘ That which is the receptacle of chstmctive^^^ ^ ^ t]m( _ Tlmt 

and that also is the mater ‘“> ” J ^ qua uties,-Colo.ir, Tnsle, 

Substance which is tho receptacle P ^ ^ g’, ldlty> Faculty, and also 

Odour and Touch,— and & so , , . composite body ’, on 

of the non.perxas.ve D—on,-* S- parls-Tne term 
account, of its being nm P . . * the i im te of living beings, m the 

■ Configuration denotes the oo cnts , Fingers, etc Says the 

shape of Hands, etc along with the P h Jndloates t ho universal 

Sutra (Nyaya, 2 2 65)— ‘ Configu ' gnys _. That should bo known os 

and its cha.actenst.cs , on «* *» ^ ^versal and the characteristic 
Configuration winch serves t K not lung apart from the 

features of the Universal Tins components of those 

definite arrangement of the parts of an o j 
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parts ’ — The term ‘ arrangement ’ stands for a particular form of contact , 
and the term * definite ’ serves to exclude artificial contacts - — The ' charac- 
teristic features of the Universal ’ consist of the limbs of living beings, — 
the Head, the Hand and so forth, — as it is by these that the Universal (or 
genus) ‘ Cow ’ and the like is indicated In some cases, the genus is manifested 
directly by the Configuration, eg when the genus 'Cow’ becomes mani- 
fested on the perception of the exact shape of the Head, Logs, etc , in some 
cases it is manifested bv the characteristics of the genus, eg when the 
genus ‘ Cow ’ is manifested by the Horns and other such limbs which are 
perceived severalh Thus it vs that the Configuration becomes the indicative 
of the genus and of the characteristics of the genus — The term ‘ Jail ’ 
‘Genus’, donotes tliat entity which is called ‘ Samanya \ Universal, winch 
is the basis of the comprehensive names and notions of things Hence 
the next Sutra (Nvaya, 2 2 6G) — * Jatp, Umvcisal, is the basis of com- 
prehensive cognitions , that is to say, the Universal Is the source fiom which 
comprehensive notions arise ” 

Of these three — Individual, Configuration and Universal — the idea of 
the Individual and the Configuration, being denoted by words, should be 
taken as rejected by the foregoing rejection of the idea of the Spec, fie In- 
dividuality forming the denotation of words— -This is what is shown in tin. 
following — 


TEXT (881) 

In this same manner the Individual and the Configuration also 

MAY BE REJECTED , INASMUCH AS OTHERS REGARD BOTH 
THESE ALSO AS BEING OF THE NATURE OF * SPECIFIC 

Individuality ’ — ( 881 ) 


s-uaiin Y 

*° r 5 ’’ ^ r0J6C " 0n ° { the Universal will come later 
Z ^ f0mUng th6 ‘ ’ ot words 

hi o thereto be 'of the LuZ* T* Configuration,—, ire held 

’Specific Individual, t, > cannot be denoted by Words't ’ ’ *° as 

no Convention bearing upon it —so aKn , f ' h , ec&w<i ther6 can be 

can be no Convention hence the R „ ’ ” r ° gar f to the,e t "° sls °> there 
l-oven ’, or • Inconclusive - ° ^ t0 be P,t,ler ‘ ITn ‘ 

PartS,r 0 Q™H,e^c™T 1 ’’ T ‘l’ 8 SllBpe ° f Sub,5tnnce ’ Quality and 
tbcse.SubstlaeandThe re ^r n’ ® ^ of Contuef.-akd all 

«'so ,t cannot be right to ro^tT u™*' F ° r th,s renson 

«bown m the folio, ring- P ^ *' ben * d( “ >» Words -This is 
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TEXT (883) 

AS REGARDS THE ‘ FORM OF COGNITION IT RESTS IN TEE COGNITION 
ITSELF, AND DOES NOT FOLLOW EITHER THE OBJECT OR ANOTHER 

Cognition , hence that also cannot serve the purpose 

(of THE OTHER PARTY) , AS THAT ALSO CANNOT REALLY 
BE DENOTED (BY WORDS) — (885) 


COMMENTARY 


As regards the * Form of Cognition it is of the same essence as the 
Cognition itself, and as such rests therein , as such, like the Cognition itself, 
it does not follow either the Object cognised or another Cognition ; conse- 
quently, as it cannot be present at the time of the Convention and Usage, 
no Convention can be made relating to it, just as there can be none relatmg 
to Specific Individuality Even if it were present at the time of the Usage, 
it is not possible that users should make any Convention m regard to it. 
As a matter of fact, when a man desires to do something on the basis of 
certain words, he has got to know the words likely to be useful for that 
purpose, and then make use of them , and it is under this mmression that 
people make use of expressive words , and not through a mere" whim The 
/own of the Cognition, winch is rooted in Fancy, cannot be able to accom- 
plish any such desired purpose as the alleviation of cold and the like ; because, 
in actual experience, it is found that mere apprehension does not accomplish 
any such purpose Thus then, as there can be no Convention bearing upon 
this also, our Reason-—' because no Convention can be made regarding it 
cannot be stigmatised as * Unproven. — (885) 


The following might be urged-" There are other ‘ imports of words >, 
in io shape of what is denoted by the verb ' to be ’ and the like , and as the 
Contention could be made regarding these, the said Reason remains 
Unproven to that extent ” 

The answer to tlus is supplied by the following— 


TEXT (880). 

These same arguments serve to set aside such * import of words ■ 
HAS been held TO consist in the denotation of the 

VERB to BE ’ AND THE LIKE STILL WE ARE GOING 
TO SAY SOMETHING REGARDING THESE — (886) 

COMMENTARY. 

“T ”- d «■»*• Individuality. 



TEXT (£C.S) 

Komi miri‘* a^mkt to \t tvn \t is nrxorFv nv -words is (a) ax 
Mvi’M.vrr ntir rro»r nMRintmyr axd cor,Lt cttye dfter- 
vi\ writ ; on (6) \x rvrFsn wiATioxsnn* — (SSS) 

COMMKXTAKY. 

fi;) ?»'»■ j-eople u L -'-‘rt that wlwt the word — ' bnVimana ’ for instance — 
if. -lit. * is til., tipcnv-ttc ,sf nuMcntj taste, learning, etc without am 
ei.-u- pm .1 tl 'a-r-m-mlnnt either collect i\e or distnbuti\e just ns the word 
* for. * tl. not. the Dl'vv and other trees That is to saj, when the word 
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‘ forest ’ is uttered, the notion that appears is not a determinate or well-defined, 
one, — either of the Dhava or the Khadira or the PalSsha or any particular tree 
(distrfbutively), — or of the Dhaia and the Khadira and the PalSsha and 
other trees (collectively ) , — it is only a vague indefinite conception of the 
Dhaia and other trees in general , — similarly when the word * brahmana 9 is 
uttered, the notion that appears is not a well-defined one — either of Austerity 
or Caste or Learning, (distnbutively), or Austerity and Caste and Learning 
(collectively) , what are cognised are Austerity and the rest conceived of 
as one aggregated whole as differentiated from other correlatives — The term 
1 vilalpa 9 (in the Text) stands for the distinct conception of any one individual 
from among a gioup consisting of an indefinite number of individuals ; and 
‘Samuchkaya ’ stands for the distinct conception of a definite number of 
individuals related together , — and the notion brought about by words is 
free from both these conceptions 

(6) Others however have held that what is denoted by the word is 
the relation of a thing — substance, f i — to an undefined ‘ Universal 9 — 
* Substance 9 , f i , — and this is said to be 1 unreal 9 because tbe individual 
correlatives are not really denoted by the word — Or, it may he that, like the 
dark complexion and other properties, Austerity, Caste, etc. also appear m 
the notion as a single unity, — and hence it is the relationship of these that 
is called ‘unreal 9 Because these are not really apprehended together in 
their own forms , what is apprehended is only the aggregate of these per- 
ceived like the whirling -fire-brand, without reference to the individuals 
making up the aggregate —(888) 


TEXT (889) 

(c) Or the , Real with Unheal adjuncts is the ' Impost of 
Words 9 —(d) Or * Import of Words ’ may consist in the 
Word itself in the state of * abhijalpa 9 
(Coalescence) —(889) 


WALilUSMTAKY. 

denoted’ bv n^l de t red the Real ™ th * what is 

h . I For mstance » the adjuncts, in the shape of such details 

the woTit’ nn8S an ? S " Ch thmgS ’ aTS ‘ — 1 ’ “ - the denotation of 

■rail 9 — m thTX med \ aa f y<lt these adjUnCtS be,0n S to something that is 


Th ” wu»»s r„, v 
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‘Bring tlie Cow ’, ' Eat the Curd ’, are not possible for the mere Idea , and 
what words denote is a thing capable of action , hence what is apprehended 
as an Idea cannot be denoted by words When, however, the form of the 
Idea becomes impinged upon the external object, 'the observer becomes 
influenced by its external character and comes to regard it as capable of action, 
and thus it becomes denoted by words 

Question — “ What is the difference between tins theory and the theoiy 
of ‘ Apoha ’ 1 The upholder of * Apoha ' also asserts that what is denoted 
by the word is the form of the Idea apprehended as something external , 
as has been declared in the following passage — 1 There is nothing incon- 
gruous in the statement that that object forms the Import of words winch 
follows from the impinging of the form of the Idea and the cognisance of 
the exclusion of other things ’ ” 

This is not right The upholder of the Theory of the Idea-form being 
impinged upon things holds that what is denoted by the word is what has a 
real existence in the form of the Idea, and is impinged upon Substance and 
other things, which also are real, — and which therefore along with its object 
is not false or wrong , and he doe3 not admit that the said idea is without real 
basis, and rests entirely on the imposition of non-difference upon things 
that are different, and is, on that account, false (wrong), and dependent 
entirely upon mutual exclusion among things (as held by the upholders 
of Apoha] —If the upholder of the Theory under review really held the view 
held by us and expressed in tbe following declaration — ■* all this apprehension 
of things as one is a false notion,— its basis bes m mutual exclusion, winch is 
what is expressed by the name ’, — then, his argument would be entirely 
superfluous (as what he would be seeking to prove would be what is already 
admitted by us] This is what is going to be asserted later on m the passage — 

• If the basis of this lies in mutual exclusion, then that is exactly our view 
As for the Apohist, on the other hand, he does not hold anything denoted by- 
words, or the form of the Idea, to he real Because what he holds is that that 
alone forms the Import of the word which appears to be apprehended by 
the verbal cognition , and (under the Theory under review) what is appre- 
hended by the verbal cognition is not the form of the Idea, but the external 
object which is capable of effective action -And yet the external object is 
y a pprehended by it,— because the apprehension is not in strict 
accordance with the real state of things ; on the contrary the thing is accepted 
n accordance with the apprehension , so that the Import of words is some- 
relll TJ S * Uper ! mp0 ‘ e f‘ ^at is superimposed is nothing; so m 
S ; “ ” en0tCd by fOT ^at has been sa.d by the 

page of the ^ SSaS6 J" 0t f ^ thB ° ther P3rty m 11116 21 0n the Feeding 
been said with r ® eardmg that bsm g the denotation of words 1 that has 
Iheon- how* a *° th ® su P® nm P°sed object The upholder of the 

Thus there » *** ° f th ® Idea to be rea % denoted by words, 

great difference between the two theories. — (891) 

an m^ZndTt doS t B « USaSB W ° rd comes to produee 

vow ,s set forth m the follo^ng- ° t0 " T ° bj60t ” ~ Th >* 
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TEXT (892) 

lx SHORT, ALL 'WORDS ARE PRODUCTIVE OF INTUITION, THROUGH 
REPEATED USAGE , AS IS FOUND IX THE CASE OF MAKING THINGS 
KNOWN TO CHILDREN AND ANIMALS —(892) 


COMMENTARY 

‘Repeated usage ', — finding the word applied to a certain object again 
and again 

* Intuition — is a mental capacity which tends to bring about the notion 
of a certain activity as due to a certain cause , this capacity is produced by 
the word as associated with frequent usage , it vanes with each sentence and 
with each person , as its diversity is illimitable, on account of the usage of 
words being endless, it cannot be described , hence all that is said is that it 
u hie mating things Inown to children and animate ,—the stroke of the 
driving Hook, used for making things known to the elephant, comes to 
produce an Intuition in the animal , in the same maimer all expressive 
words,— such as ‘tree’, etc etc.— through repeated usage, come ultimately 
to produce only an Intuition and they do not actually denote anything 
directly Otherwise, how could there be mutually contradictory interpreta- 
tions 0 f Texts ? How too could there be any imaginary stones and other 
compositions which speak of things created by the imagmation of the writer ? 
—(892) 

The Author now proceeds to refute the various theories (regarding the 
Import of Words, that, have been set forth in Texts 887 892) 


TEXTS (893-894) 

mat « expressed by the Verb ‘to be’ is said to be denoted bi- 
words —is it meant to be the ‘ Specific Individualit 
of Things * Or the ‘ Universal ’ * Or the Contact 
Or something else which reelects the Cognition 
—The objections to everyone of these 
alternatives have been already set forth 
above. Further, as foe whatis expressed 
by the Verb ‘ to be which has been 
held to form the Import of 

WORDS,— there CAN BE NO 
DIVERSE USAGE BASED UPON 

that — (893-894) 


COMMENTARY. 

b • »» » 

what has been expounded before. 



EXAMINATION OS' THE IMPORT OF WORDS 


483 


have been previously set forth — -Further, as no definite form can be conceived 
of m regard to ‘ what is expressed by the verb to be ’. — if that alone were 
denoted by Words, there could be no such divergent usage of words as 
‘ Cow gavaya ’, ‘ Elephant ’ and so forth , as these animals would not be 
denoted by the words at all — (893-804) 

The following text anticipates the answer of the other party — 


TEXT (895) 

“ It (Usage) would be based upon the here * Being ’ of things as 
QUALIFIED BY THE UNIVERSAL ‘ COW ’ AND THE WORD (‘ COW ’) , 

AND THE OPINION THAT HAS BEEN HELD IS DUE TO _ THE 
FACT THAT THERE ARE SUCH DIVERSITIES OF FORM AS THE 
PRESENCE OF HORNS, THE PARTICULAR SHAPE,, THE 
PARTICULAR COLOUR ‘ BLUE ’ AND SO 
FORTH ” — (895) 


COMMEXTABY 

Tho following may be the answer of the other party — “ The chveise 
usage would proceed on the basis of the cognition of the mere * Being’ of 
the Thing concerned (which is what is expressed by the verb ‘to be’), a-; 
qualified by the Universal Cow and the word (‘Cow’), but devoid of such 
distinctions as being of uxnegated colour and so forth —If that is so, then 
why is the denotation of the word said to consist m only uhal is expressed 
by the Verb * (o be when such particulars as the ‘ Cow ’, etc ore also said 
to bo denoted ’—The answer to this given by the other party is— ‘ The 
opinion, etc etc ’ ,— that is, as a matter of fact, the idea of the Horn and 
other particulars docs not proceed from the word ; it is foi tins reason that 
tho opinion has been held that ‘ what is denoted is what is expressed by the 
verb to be -and not the Universal Cow, etc ’ , the reason for winch opmion 
lies in the fact tliat the qualifying factors— the Universal Cow and the word 
(name) Cow ’—are not cognised through the word —Hence there is no incon- 
gruity in our opmion ” — (895) 


The abo\ e is refuted in the follow mg— 


TEXT (896) 

If THIS BE so, THEN THERE SHOULD BE DENOTATION OF THE THING AS 
FQUIPPED WITH THOSE, AS ALSO OF THE DIVERSE PARTICULARS 
- ND IN THAT CASE, THE SAME OBJECTIONS WOULD BE 

applicable^ Apart from these, there is found 
Nothing ‘ expressed by the verb to be ’ — ( 896 ) 


CCmiEXTATtY 


If the view 
etc. is denoted b\ 


that the object alone as qualified by the Universal Cow ’ 
the word,— then it becomes admitted that there is denota- 




487 


examination or the import of -words. 


Products) , — end the ‘ Universal ’ as somethmg different from the Particulars 
has been rejected m course ol the examination' oi the Six Categories, 
hence the Import of Words cannot consist either of the conjunction of th 
Unreal or of * the Beal Universal with Unreal Adjuncts ’ —(898) 


The following Text points out objections against the view that what is 
denoted is * Coalescence ’ . — 


TEXTS ‘(S99-901) 

Inasmuch as tee Impost of Words cannot consist of Particulars or 
Oniversals, there can be no form of the Word as coalesced 
(identified) with its denotation. Then again, this ‘coales- 
cence ’ ALSO MUST RESIDE IN THE COGNITION ITSELF, INASMUCH 
AS n IS DIFFERENT FROM EXTERNAL RELATIONSHIP UNDER 
THE CIRCUMSTANCES, WHAT WOULD BE THE DIFFERENCE 
BETWEEN THIS VIEW AND THE VIEW THAT THE COGNITION 

ob Idea itself constitutes the Import of Words "> — 

As REGARDS THE VIEW THAT THE FORM OF THE IDEA (OR 
Cognition) is what is denoted by words, — that 

HAS BEEN ALREADY REJECTED, ON THE GROUND 
THAT IT WOULD BE NOTHING DIFFERENT FROM 

the Idea and as such could not 
BE PERVASIVE — (899-901) 

COMMENTARY 

If there were such a thing as the ' denotation ’ of the word, thon 
it might become coalesced with it , but in so far as it has been proved that 
no 1 denotation ’ of the Word is possible, in the form of ‘ Specific Individuality ’ 
and the rest, — how could there be any ‘ coalescing ’ with it ♦ 

Thon ogam, the said ‘ Coalescence ’ also must reside m the Cognition 
only Because the external Word and the external Object (denoted) must 
be distinct by reason of their being perceived by different sense-organs and 
so forth lienee any real coalescence or identification of these cannot be 
right The ‘ Coalescence ’, therefore, that is proper is only of such Word 
and Object ns reside in the Cognition So that when the Word, having taken 
up the form of the denoted Object, has its verbal character obscured, and 
appears m the Cognition, — it introduces the objective element into its 
subjective form , and it is then that it comes to be described as ‘ abhijalpa 
1 Coalescence '. Tins must bo a form within the Cognition itself, and nothing 
exterior to it , because n hat is exterior must bo of an entirely distinct character 
Under the circumstances, what would be the difference between this 
view and the other one by which the Cognition or Idea itself is regarded 
as the Import of Words ’ — None at all. In both cases the denotation would 
b" pure!} subjective, the only difference being that the word and the 
denotation had coalesced and become one. 
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The following Text sets foith the objection that applies to all the \arioua 
theories on the subject — 

TEXT (906) 

Again, is all this momentary or not 4 If it is momentary, then 

THERE CAN BE NO CO-OREINATION. IF OTHERWISE, THEBE 
SHOULD EE NO SUCCESSIVE COGNITION — (908) 

COMMENTARY 

All this—' Specific Individuality ’, * Universal ’ end so forth (winch has 
been held to be denoted by words) — is it momentary or not-momentary 1 
In the former case, as there could be no co-ordination between «hat existed 
at the time of the Convention and what exists at the time of Usage,— no 
Convention could apply to the case at all —If, on the other hand, it be 
held that it is all not-momentary, then,— inasmuch as what is success,, it 
cannot proceed from what is nol-succesnve, there would be no cognition 
relating to Words and their Import, -as such cognition can only be successive 
utlierwise — 1 e if it is not-momentary — (906) 

InferenceT **” as Mlows — " The Word brmgs about the 

menUlmt * Certam thw S>’ “ s d -Wed in the state- 

speak mean3 Save the Wold of mferring the desire to 
speak —This is answered in the following— 


TEXT (907) 

This sake argument serves to set 

***■ ASIDE THE DESIRE Tf> <Vpt?att 1 

( " r 2-°“ 3HO^ 

10=112 CAK BE ‘ denotation of words 1 

HOW COULD THERE BE ANY * DESIRE TO SPEAK * ? 

OR even the word itself «— (907) 

COMMENT At?v 

If the 


virus ' in the shnno „ * * 

*« Hence them BS ‘ S *™ 
nothing to which the word may be related^ S ^ Sak ' - - 

t i ; 7-- -rr srr, - r • - 18 — * ™ 

« the desire to speak ’ fe Shruh stands for the Word 

cannot bo appUed to anv’extlrn j b> ' ^ Word ’ th “ *• Word 

any ot! »* ‘lung - (907) * enal ° faject ■ ns * a ould not be expressed, hke 
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of this Similarity, the word may be applied to the external object, even 
though it may not be directly expressed , as happens m the ease of twins ” — 
This is answered in the following — 


TEXT (908) 

How can the Word be applied, — merely through similarity, — to 

WHAT IS NOT EXPRESSED BY IT > AND THE VIEW THAT IT IS 
THROUGH SIMILARITY, AS IN THE CASE OF THE NAMES 
OF TWINS, IS ALSO DISCARDED BY THIS SAME 
ARGUMENT — (908) 


COMMENTARY. 

Such being the ease, the application of words to external objects can 
never be posable , in fact it might be possible to apply the word to an object 
not figuring m the ‘ desire to speak * at all , as m the case of twins 

The VatbMsila postulates, as mark of the object called ‘ Name ’ and 
•Basis’, a distinct faculty —Tins theory also becomes discarded by this 
same argument Because if the said * Name ’ is momentary, then there can 
be no co-ordination , if it is not-momentary, then there can be no succession , 
and there is the anomaly of the word being applied to an external object, 
and it could not always be on the basis of similarity All these objections 

~~ -r—' ™ ■» «- » * * t 

sav m the present connection also, it may be said that- The ««*"»«* 
the’ Name eta , which contains nothing else, is such that there can be no 

oi— » » a™. — >*■* J “ ”"* ”* 

denoted by ^ ords 9 * (908) 

«. opt—.-. — » -» - 


TEXT (909) 


mmsONS THINK OF THE FORM FIGURING IN THE * DESIRE 
* WHEI LX 5m— ’ AS SOMETHING EXTERNAL, 

T0 Cn tbe WbRD ^ becomes applied to it ” this 
“ tS? bTheld, then THAT AGAR* IS — 
mTR OPINION —1909) 


COMMENTARY 


D u » , 3 Tjresent in the Cham 
• The 1 Desire to speak _P in the 


* Inference 


■based upon that Deare is present m 


of the Speaker, and the 

■ cham ’ of the Hearer ; 
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the form that is connected with these two, — a e. which figures in these ! 
when the two persons — the Speaker and the Hearer — t hink of the object as 
so figuring, — then the Word comes to he applied to that external object. 
That is to say, though in reality what the speaker is cognisant of is what is 
figuring m his own consciousness, yet he thinks that he is speaking to the 
other man of an external object j and the Hearer also has the impression 
that ‘ tins man is speaking tome of an external object ’ , hence, just as two 
men. suffering from defective vision see two moons, so also is all this use of 
words " 

If this is so, then, you have fallen on our side , and all your argumentation 
is futile 

‘ Agam — i e once you had come to our side when you postulated the 
‘ Intuition ’ os the ‘ Import of words ’ 

It is thus established that the Reason (put forward by the Author) — 
because no Convention can be made ’ , — cannot be regarded as ‘ unproven *. 
The idea tbat it may be 1 Inconclusive * or ' Contradictory * has been already 
rejected before —From aU this it follows that all that is brought about by 
words is the * Apoha * Exclusion of others ’ — (909) 

On hearing the term * Apoha the other party, having his mind 
perturbed, and not knowing the exact nature of this Apoha, proceeds to 
urge against that doctrine the fact of its being contrary to experience : 


TEXTS (910-911) 

Why do you, say that the Word brings about the ‘exclusion 

OP OTHERS * As A MATTER OP PACT MERE NEGATION IS NOT 

apprehended nr the idea brought about by the word - 
ON THE CONTRARY, IN THE CASE OP ALL SUCH WORDS 
AS Cow *, ‘ Qavaya ‘ Elephant * Tree * and 

BO PORTH, THE VERBAL COGNITION THAT 

results is always in the positive 
POEM ” 


j .fiXV X . 

Theme^JS.«‘^ y ,S d0 tO ^^ , ”“ as mderstood after ‘ anyapohahr, 
is the ewtorfon of other!', » * that what IS br °ught about by the wo: 

Why should not this ho asserted ? 

eiclus™ Of othera “ " eS “ (!0n ’ ** ac > tha t is, '« 

does not figure fa verbal Co™ t * "T negatlon = and ™re negatic 
■W* found to annmh^r ’ 0n the COntrar y> Verbal Cognition 

"<™ » tSTi things ; Bod „h JET, 

W; as such zn,ClZ7lJr T y / eSRTded as the *™P<>rt , 
(0f 010 4**-) - contrary to expcntncc “o9n) ** 
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Tlio next three Texts state the fact of the Buddhist’s Proposition being 
contrary to experience, — m accordance with the opinion of Bhamaha 

TEXT (912) 

“If the whole purpose of the word 'Cow’ is served by the 

‘ EXCLUSION OF OTHERS — THEN, PLEASE FIND SOME OTHER 
WORD WHICH BRINGS ABOUT THE NOTION OF ‘ COW ’ IN 
REGARD TO THE COW ITSELF” — (912) 

COMMENTARY 

“ If the word * Cow ’ only serves the purpose of denoting the ‘ exclusion 
of others ’, then, — as it would be taken up m that,— that term ‘ Cow ’ could 
not bring about the idea of the animal with the dewlap , hence it would be 
necessary to seek for some other word which could bring about the notion 
of ‘ Cow ’ m regard to the said animal with the dewlap ” — (912) 

It might be said (by the other party) that — “ one and the same word 
< 0ow ’ would bring about both the notions, and hence the second void need 
not be sought after To this, Bhamaha makes the following reply — 


TEXT (913) 

" In fact, cognition IS THE fruit of Words , and no single Word 
can HAVE TWO FRUITS How TOO COULD both A ffirmation, and 
Negation be the fruit of any one word i (913) 

COMMENTARY 

"\Vords have for their fruit the cognition of affirmation and of 
. . wh a , t then ’—No single word can hate two fruits , of anj one 

or Tr: , 

to be the fruit of a single word ”—(913) 

In the following Text, Bhamaha puts forward Ins comprehensive argu- 
ment (agamst Apelm) — 

TEXT (914) 

- » - " T«rr« sp " " 
- sir- * 

negativing the non-cow ( 

COMMENTARY 
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the hearer would be that of the 1 non-cow ’ ; because that is held to bo the 
‘import’ of the word the notion regarding which appears directly and 
immediately after the word , the notion of the * negation of the non-cow 
does not appear directly and immediately after the word 1 Cow’ — Thus, on 
account of the incongruity of there being no notion of the Com, and on 
account of the incongruity of the first appearance of the notion of the non- 
com, ‘ Apoha ' (Negation of others) cannot form the Import of Words ’’ 
-(914) 

The Author next proceeds to set forth objections against Apoha, from 
the point of view of Kumunla — 


TEXT ( 915 ) 

“Those who have admitted the Uhivebsax, ‘negation of the 

NON-COW ’ AS THE IMPORT OF THE WORD HATE, BY THE 
EXPRESSION, admitted the TJni vebsai, ‘ Cow 5 AS 
an entity” — [Shlokav&rtika — Apoha 1] (915) 


COMMENTARY 

Rumania has argued as follows When the Umversal ‘ Negation of 
the Contrary is asserted to be the Import of words, ,t could be either m 
the form of ‘Preclusion’ or ‘the negation of what is possible’ -If ,7, 
e former, then the Proposition is open to the cliarga of being * futil ’ ° 
inasmuch as we also hold that what is denoted by the word ‘ Cow ^ ZT 

sassrir. £- - ■’» -2r, »"«£ 

r - jsrr.-^ r- k - 

only in regard to the name (of the Universal) ”-( 915 ) d,spute * S 

ATO^r-~ H ° W IS “ the same tbm e assarted in different words ? 


1 !- — »«»»>» 

' “ ™» “» ™ 

Horse (and ot“ 
»ON.C0W S )’*”_ [/W 23 _1 (91 D 0) OTEHB 


COMMENTARY. 


iAii x. 

’ •’» - * - i’Srs - - 

tu<2 > it is ea’ 
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Inexistence per Destruction , the absence of the vr„ , 

called mutual Inexistence when oorfcmns t n, i. ., 0 ' Bt ° ln t!le Co,F IS 

and devoid of a hard b *** W flat 

rrss ss k ri: 

m the fomT^rV- 8 T"' 18 * 13 tolk ltSelf wiuoh > **** not present 

Z lZ ZZi Z , ' 1 C ° meS *° be knOWa as th6 ‘ Previous Inexistence’ 
(of the Curd) and swularly with other forms of Inexistence -Thus /«**** 

being only a form of Existence, what is that Inexistence which is meant by 
you to be the Negation of the Horse, etc ’ , please tell us this ” (816) 


The Bauddha might say—' What is to be said ? What we mean is none 
other than the * Specific Individuality * of the Cow 
“ The answer to this is as follows — 


TEXTS (917-918) 

“ Yotr DO HOT -ADMIT OF ANT INDIVIDUALITY IN THE NATURE OF SOME- 
THING uncommon (unique), beoause it is devoid of con- 
ceptual CONTENT , SO ALSO (YOU DO NOT ADMIT) THE 
‘ VARIEGATED ANIMAL ’ AND THE LIKE , AS IN THAT 

case the Import would not be universal 
(common) — Hence the idea of the ‘ Cow ’ 

MUST BE BASED UPON THAT FOBM WHICH 
SUBSISTS IN COMMON IN EVERY SINGLE . 

INDIVIDUAL (Cow) , [AND IN THIS 
THESE CAN BE NO DISPUTE 
BETWEEN US] ” — [Ibid 

3 & 103 — (917-918) 


COMMENTARY 

That which is the unique (uncommon) Individuality is not held by you 
to constitute the 1 negation of Horse and other non-cows * , — why f — because 
il is devoid, oj conceptual content (or determination) , that is, all determination 
ceases in it , it is only the Common Universal that is held to form the object 
of determination (conceptual thought) , while that entity which is uncommon, 
unique is beyond all determination , as declared m the following words— 
* What is perceptible by the senses is the self -cognisable, inexplicable form 
The ground for regarding anything as an Individual consists m its uncommon 
(unique) character , hence what is meant by the words of the Text is * that 
which is an Individuality by reason of its uncommon character ’ 

' Hitherto the Text has made only a general statement It reasserts 
thin g in reference to a particular instance— 1 So also, etc. etc ’ —that is, 
just as you do not admit of the Import of the word 1 Cow 1 to consist in any 
unique mdmdual m the shape of the 1 negation of the Horse and other non- 
cowl’ so also you do not admit of any positive entity in the form of the 
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th0 .^nd^ °n that case the Import 

"?ZZT£Z ?- 1 — 

m ? h !lle of fhe neglan of the Horse, etc’ , consequently the con- 
2 be that the'dea of ‘ Cow ’ is based upon that charact^hrch 
" completely m each one of the members of the «»« 
vanegated and other cows , and tins can be only the Umwwri °^ ' 

VOU speak of tins same as the ‘ negation of the non-cow , then the difference 
IS only m name end your proposition thus is open to the charge of be g 
‘ superfluous * — (917-918) 

The following Teal takes up the second alternative (mentioned under 
Text 915)— that the ' Apoha ' is of the nature of the ‘negation of what is 
possible * . — 

TEXT (919). 

“ If the Import of words be assumed to be of the nature of mere 
Negation, it would only be another kind of ‘ Void ’ 

SPOKEN OF BY MEANS OF THE NEGATIVE WORD ” 

—(919) 


COMMENTARY 

'Spolcn of by means of the negative mold’ ,— the ‘Negative Word’ is 
the word expressive of the negation m the form of the ‘ negation of the non- 
cow ’ , and what would he denoted by tins word would only be the ‘ Void 
the absence of the external world , since the form of the ' entity ’ w ould be 
domed 

•Another Kind ' ; this * Void ’ you (Buddhist) had postulated, and we had 
rejected under the chapter on Idealism {Vij ndnaiada of the ShloJcavartiha ) ; 
and on the present occasion of examining the nature of the Import of Words, 
the same * Void ’ is again put forward under the garb of * Apoha 1 , which 
denies the object whose existence is vouched for by experience — (919) 


“ Whore is the harm if that is so 5 ” 

A nsticr — 

TEXT (920) 

“ lx that * Void ’ there would be an apprehension of the character 
of the cognitions themselves of the Horse and other 

THINGS , AND IN THAT CASE IT WOULD BE USELESS TO 

posit the ‘ Apoha (Negation) of others ’ as the 
Import of words ” — [Ibid 37] — (920) 

COMMENTARY 

If the * Void ’ is what is denoted, then it comes to tlus that m all Verbal 
Cognitions what is comprehended is onlj the factor of ‘Cognition’ itself; 
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n<! ct hypolhesi, there con be no apprehension of the form of any thing external 
Even so, what is the harm ? ” — -In that cose, it would be futile to assert 
Hint the Apoha is denoted by words , ns what would become the Import of 
II ords would be the form of the Cognition which would be a positive entity 
mdepondont of all tinge oi anything external What is meant is that m 
Ibis way there would be a contiadietion of your own doctrine — by this 
Proposition of yours — (020) 

Tlio same idea is furthor explained — 


TEXT (921). 

" lx TH IT CASE, THE ‘ FORM OF THE COGNITION ’, WHICH IS POSITED AS 

the ‘ Import of Words ’, would be the Universal ” — 

[Ibid 38]— (921) 

COMMENTARY. 

That is to say, the ‘ form of the Cognition ’ itself, m the form of the 
positive entity, ‘ Universal — would be the Import of Words — (921) 

The following might be urged — ‘Even without a substratum (in the 
external world), the cognition in question would appear in the form of the 
' exclusion of the heterogeneous Cow, etc’, hence the postulation of the 
* Apoha ’ is quite right ’ 

This is answered m the following — 


TEXT (922) 

« A matter of fact, whenever the said Cognition appears in 

CONNECTION WITH THE IMPORT OF WORDS, IT IS ALWAYS IN 
THE FORM OF A POSITIVE ENTITY , HENCE IN SUCH CASES, 

the Import could be assumed to consist of 

THE POSITIVE ENTITY ONLY, — A COGNI- 
TION not OF THE NATURE OF 
• Apoha”’— [Ibid 39]— (922) 


COMMENTARY 


The said cognition ,— i e UK ,UB 

substratum in the external world , re i a tmg to the Horse and 

‘ In connection with the Import of 11 eras , as B 


other things conceived of. , h f tl]0 idea embracing 

* To consist of a positive entity lne 1 

the notion of the Horse and other non-com. 
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The effect of the emphasis is explained—® cognition not of the nature of 
Apoha , i e that Import of Words, m the shape of Idea, wherein the Apoha 
does not enter at all , the compound 1 buddhyanapohakam 9 being expounded 
as ‘the non-exclusion of the Idea’, — le without any exclusion of other 
Ideas — Or the compound * buddhyanapohakam 9 maybe explained as follows— 
‘ apdhaka 1 is that which excludes , — 1 anapohaha 5 is that which does not exclude j 
— the compound thus standing for * that which does not exclude the Idea \ 
— What is meant is as follows . — Though one Cognition is always different 
from another Cognition, yet when it appears, it does not tend to the exclusion 
of the other cognition , it always tends to the positive cognition of such 
entities as the Horse and the like Consequently the most reasonable thing 
is to accept the new that what is denoted is a positive entity, not Apoha , 
because one Cognition cannot exclude (be of the nature of the Apoha, negation, 
of) another —(922) 


Then again, this Apoha that you have postulated as the Import of 
11 ords,— has been held to be denoted by the word as taken out of a Sentence ; 
but what is expressed by the Sentence must be of the nature of Intuition ; 
as has been declared in the following-- Hitherto has been discussed the 
denotation of the Word as taken out of a Sentence; but what is brought 

2'r 19 ******* ^ the S “ e - been called 

intuition .—In tins connection we have the following Text — 






ThtuT™* ° P THE C0SBESP0 -^G external 0BracT 
be mb CA SE rr ESSED BY TKE SEOTEa,CE > SIMILAR MAY 

BE ME CASE 1HTH WHAT IS EXPRESSED BY THE WORD 
> WET SHOULD THE Apohd BE POSTULATED 
AT ALL 1 "-[Ibid 43] — (923) 

COJQEENTAEY. 

I OU describe the Zl'ZiZrfthZZlit***™? 1 dea °ted by the Word,— 

not of the nature of ‘Avo/ia’ ^ bS ° £ tb ® nature of IntwU m > 

the meaning o£ the Sentence 'ZZT T 7“ S ° f the w0 ^.“hbe 

Voder the eweumstan^ wh^ ” y * * * &e “ o{ ^oifon. 

ntL^ZtyTno^: IZa^ZT^ ^ “ 

The answer to tins „ as follow; _ P 15 Plated. 

32 
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TEXT (924). 

“ In the case of a Cognition, no ‘ exclusion of another Cognition ’ 

is apprehended ; in fact, apart from the coming about 
of its own form, the Cognition carries with it 
NO other factor ." — [Ibid 41]— (924) 

COMMENTARY. 

It might ho said that — “ even though it is not apprehended, it mav 
bo there nil the same ” , hence it is added — ‘ In fact, etc etc ' , — even though 
there may bo exclusion of one Cognition from another, yet the Word has got 
nothing to do with it. Because as a matter of fact, when the Cognition is 
brought about by the Word, it does not bear within itself any factor expressed 
by the word, apart from its own appearance, m the shape of the exclusion 
of other Cognitions , on the contrary, it is always found to appear in the 
positive form. And the factor of on entity which is not expressed by the 
word cannot form tho Import of that word , otherwise we would he landed 
m an absurdity. 

The sense of all this is that the Proposition (of the Buddhist regarding 
Apoha ) is annulled by actual experience — (924) 

Rumania again shows, by means of an Incongruity, that the doctrine 
of Apoha ib contrary to experience — 


TEXT (925) 

« j F Apoha formed the Import of Words, then all words would 

BE SYNONYMOUS, — THOSE THAT DENOTE DIVERSE UNIVERSALS, AS 
WELL AS THOSE THAT DENOTE PARTICULARS ” — [Ibid 42]— (925) 

COMMENTARY 

The words denotative of diverse Universale,- like ‘ Cow ’, ‘Horse *, etc - 
as well as those denotative of Particulars, -the ‘Vanegated Cow .etc 
would all become synonymous for you, as there would be no difference in 
their meanings, — just like the words ■ «*» * and ‘pddapn’ (both of which 
denote the tree and are hence synonyms) (925) 

Question —Why is there no difference in the meaning ? 

AnSWBr TEXT (926) 

'■*» - - » tr o™ 4 “ 
»» «]-<«> 
COMMENTARY 

. ‘one’ and ‘many’ are possible on!} 
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there can be no such conceptions in regard to them as being ‘ mutually related 
and so forth , how then can there be any difference among them (926) 


“If difference is admitted among Apohas, then surely they become 
entities — This is shown in the following — 


TEST (927) 

“ If tttf. Apohas are different, then they must be entities, because 

OF THAT DIFFERENCE, — JUST USE THE SPECIFIC INDIVIDUALITY 
OF THINGS. IF THEY ABE NON-ENTITIES, THEN THEY 
CANNOT BE MANY, AND BENCE THEY CANNOT ESCAPE 
FROM BEING SYNONYMOUS ” — [Ibid 46] — (927) 

COMMENTARY 

' Vastu . ' — states the Probandum. 

The argument may be formulated as follows . — Those that differ among 
themselves must be entities, — like the Specific Individualities ; — Apohas 
differ among themselves ; — hence this is a natural Reason (for regarding 
them as entities) ; and if they are entities, then it becomes established that the 
Import of Words is positive. 

This means that the Proposition of the Apohist is annulled by Inferential 
Reasoning. 

On the other hand, if Apohas be held to be nonentities, then, there 
can be no plurality among them , and under the circumstances, it is certain 
that they are synonymous — (927) 


The following text anticipates the Bauddha's answer to the above . — 


TEST (928). 

There would certainly be difference among Apohas, based upon 

THE DIFFERENCE AMONG THE HORSE AND OTHER 

things —[Ibid 47]— (92S) 

COMMENTARY. 

This argument lias been thus stated • — ' They are diverse, through the 
diversity 0 f the things excluded , but they are absolutely inert in the matter 
of difference among themselves ’. So that, even though there is no difference 
among the Apohas themselves, yet, as there is difference in tho Horse and 
0 lor tlun E s excluded (by the Apoha denoted by the word ‘Cow’),— there 
wo d bo difference among the Apohas also, w Inch are of the form of the 
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exclusion of non-cows (and non-cows are many and diverse), thus they could 
not all bo synonymous — (928) 

Tins answer is rejected m the following — 


TEXT (928) 

“ Is PACT, THERE CAS BE SO DISTINCTION AMONG ApohaS— EITHER 
BY THEMSELVES, OR THROUGH OTHERS ” — [Ibid 47)— (92S) 


COMMENTARY 

There can be no diversity or plurality in the Apoha itself, — because it is 
of the essence of mere negation If it were diverse through others, — then 
tins could bo only imaginary, not real Because it is not right that a nature 
that does not belong to a tiling by itself should come to it through others 
—(928) 


Why should not this be nght ? 

Answer — 

TEXT (929). 

“ When even the substrata to which thee are related do not 

MAKE ANT DIFFERENCE IN THE FORM OF THE ApoflOS — THAT THEY 
WOULD BE DIFFERENTIATED BY THE excluded things, 

WHICH ARE EXTERIOR TO THEM, WOULD BE AN 

assumption that is too far-fetched ” 

[Ibid 52] — (929) 


COMMENTARY 

That is to say, when the things to which they are related, the vanegated 
and other Cows-which are their substrata-enter into thaw very constitu- 
tion— are unable to produce any difference in the essence of the Apohas 
’ «much as even among the several cows, vanegated and the res , 
T ^ m LIhape of the ‘ Exclusion of the non-cow’, is held to be one 
the ^®*°’ J thlfl Apoha be tendered diverse by the objects excluded 

only.-thenhow ^ ar9 cxtenor to it ? A thrng that cannot be 

-such as the , mto lt8 very constitution cannot certainly 

Tins has been said m a joking spirit -(929) 

, _ ,i. the inner correlates in the shape 

It might be argued that— m h^ ^ senang the purposes of the 

of the substrata themselves may 

differentiation OTO v!ded in the following— 

The answer to this is provmc 
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TEXTS (930-931) 

“ In the sam e manner, its diversity cannot be due to the diversity 

OF ITS SUBSTRATUM DIVERSITY IN THE RELATIVE OF A THING 
DOES NOT JUSTIFY THE ASSUMPTION OF DIVERSITY IN THE 

thing also How since less there is exclusion 

POSSIBLE FOR THAT WHICH IS A NON -ENTITY, UN- 
RELATED, UNDIFFERENTIATED, UNSPECIFIED, 

VAGUE AND UNDETERMINED 4 " — 

[Ibid 48-49]— (930-931) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Its ’ — of Apoha. 

Why is it uot possible '' , 

Answer — ‘ Diversity in the relative, etc etc. ’ , — the idea that the non- 
entity cannot be diversified by the diversity of its relative — because it has 
no character at all, — may rest for a while; as regards entities also, no 
diversity is ever found to be due to the diversity in relatives , for instance, 
when Devadatta, who is a single entity, occupies, either simultaneously or 
successively, difierent seats, he continues to be perceived as the same without 
having become diverse Hon- much more so is this then m the case of the 
* exclusion of others which is a pure non-entity 1 Because it is a non- 
entity, therefore it is ‘ unrelated ’ — not connected with anvthmg, — ‘ undif- 
ferentiated ’ — not distinguished from anything heterogeneous, — simply because 
it is a non-entity ; for the same reason, it is also ‘ unspecified 1 ; — -how can such 
a non-entity acquire diversity merely through diversity m its relatives ? — 
( 930 - 031 ) 

“ Further, it may be granted that diversity is due to diversity in relatives , 
even so, as jou do not admit of tlie * Universal * as an entity, it is uot possible 
for your Apoha to have the relative, m the shape of its substratum , the 
diversity of which could account for the diversity in the Apoha — This is 
what is shown in the following— 


TEXT (932) 

AS A MATTER OF FACT, NO ONE CAN CONCEIVE OF THE COW AND 
OTHER THINGS — ANY SIMILARITY OF FORM AMONG WHOM 
IS NOT ADMITTED, — TO BE THE SUBSTRATUM 

OF Apoha ”—(932) 

COMMENTARY. 

If n real similarity among Cows were admitted, then thev could be 
accepted as the substratum of the Apoha, of Horse and other things, on the 
" 0 , c °mmon similarity , — not otherwise , hence one who desire* 
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to have these Cows as the substratum of Apoha, must admit of the similarity , 
and m that case, that similarity as the 1 Universal ’ would foxra the Import 
of the Word, and there would be no use for the assuming of Apoha 

The term ‘ Vi$aya’ in this Text, stands for substratum or receptacle , just 
as m such expressions as ‘ Jalavifaya matsyah ’ — (932) 

For those people also who assume the diversity of Apoha to be based 
upon uhat is excluded (by it), — even that diversity is not possible without an 
entity m the shape of the ‘ Universal ’ — This is shown m the following — 


TEXT (933) 

“ In the absence of a cojimon property, it is not possible to 

DETERMINE THE THINGS EXCLUDED (BY Apoha) FOR THIS REASON 
ALSO THEBE CAN BE NO Apoha ” — [Ibid 72] — (933) 


COMMENTARY. 

If there were some property commoB to the Horse and all other non- 
Caws, then they could all be ‘ exoluded ’ by the word ‘ Cow ’ , not otherwise , 
as no other ground for distinction is perceptible If such a common pro- 
perty is admitted, then the postulating of the Apoha becomes useless Thus, 
for tins reason, there con be no Apoha — (933) 

“Further, it is held by you that the Apoha is indicated by the Word 
and by the Inferential Indicative , now hoth these. Word and Indicative, can- 
not be operative m the absence of a positive 1 Universal ’ , hence (for you) 
how is the Apoha indicated ? ” 

This argument is set forth in the following 


TEXT (934) 

“ Of the Word and the Indicative, no operation is possible with- 

OUT CONCOMITANCE , — AND WITHOUT THESE (WORD AND THE 

Indicative), there can be no Apoha and there can 

be NO CONCOMITANCE FOR WHAT IS ‘ UNCOMMON 

(UNIQUE, specific) [Ibid 73]— (934) 

COMMENTARY. 

- 4M * 

< cannot be appreliended ^Vindicative may operate 

* — — - not partetang o£ enythme 6,50 ’ how 
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can there be any concomitance with it ?-Thus Word and Indicative can 
have no bearing on the assumption of * Apoha ’. — (934) 

“ Even if there be operation of Word and Indicative, — the authority or 
validity attached to these (by the Apolust) becomes shaken ” 

This is what is shown m the following — 


TEXT (935) 

“ While the Apoha itself has hot become accomplished —where 

COULD THE CONCOMITANCE BE ASSERTED (WHICH IS NECESSARY 
FOR THE PROPER FUNCTIONING OF ALL INDICATIVES) ? AND 
IF THE CONCOMITANCE IS NOT PERCEIVED, — THERE 
WOULD BE NO VALIDITY IN THESE (WORD 

and Indicative) ” — [Ibid 74] — (935) 

COMMENTARY. 

As a matter of fact. Word and Indicative can be valid only when there is 
no absence of concomitance of what is to be affirmed ; — m the case in question, 
Apoha is wliat is meant to be affirmed , — now, as it is of the form of mere 
Negation, and hence devoid of any (positive) character, it cannot be an accom- 
plished entity , under the circumstances, wherein could the ‘concomitance’, 
or * absence of non-concomitance ’ of the Word and Indicative be asserted ? 

What would be the use of asserting the concomitance ? 

Answer — If the concomitance is not perceived, etc etc 

‘ In these ’ — in Word and Indicative Because validity consists m 
absence of non-concomitance — (935) 

It might be argued that — e\ en without tlieir concomitance being 
apprehended, the W ord and the Indicative would indicate their object 
merely through the ‘ non-perception of the heterogeneous 

The answer to tins is ns follows — 


TEXT (936) 

They could not signify anything by' mere non-pcrcephon , 

BECAUSE NON-PERCEPTION BEING COYIMON IN ALL CASES, THEBE 
COULD BE NO DISTINCTION — [I6l(f 75]— (936) 

COMMENTARY. 

. Icrc this ser\ es to exclude the perception of concomitance. 

Question — Whj could not the> sigmfj it ' 

j "” —* Sccavfe non-pcrccption, etc etc.'— 1 In all cases’— i.e in 

nartieitli, 0 otCTOgeneo ' ls tlun e !! ' t0 homogeneous things, and also to the 
cmar thing concerned.— Hence there could be no such distinctive cogra- 
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faons as 1 tins is the thing itself ’ nnd < * u 

the word could not indicate ,ts mm object ^ 8 ° methmg ebe : ’ > « ** 
be not-apprehended there also, JU st as m any ot C ! ^™“» »«* 

indicated, -,e it coufdnotdk' ^ ** n ° » «• «ung 

Import of Words —(936) e ng t to regard the Apoha as the 

etf.' i b r ??-“ n °r can f 

Buddhist’s answer to that argument - S ‘ i>e 


' TEXT (937). 

“ lT maUT BE ABCTOil THAT-EVEN- IN THE ABSENOE OF SIMILARITY OF 
FOKM, THERE COULD BE ASSUMPTION OF Apoha —THEN HUY 

is the Apoha of the. ‘ non-cow ’ not assumed in the case 
of THE Cow and the Borse 1 '’—[Ibid 76J— (937) 

COMMENTARY 

If, even in the absence of similarity, the apoha of the non -Cow be assumed 
in the case of the Vanegated and other Cons,— then nhy can it not be 
assumed m the case of the Cow and the Borse also ? Tlie absence of similarity 
would be common to both cases 

The Author has used the form ‘ gavdshvayoh evidently forgetting the 
rule embodied in the SBlra * GavSshvaprabhrdm cha sangfifiyam ' — (837) 


The said presence of common conditions in the tno cases is further 
explained — 

TEXT (938) 

“ Difference, from the Spoiled Cow is the same in the Black Cow and 
in the Horse So that if no other * commonalty ’ is ad- 
mitted, whereto would the Apoha of the non-Cov 
APPLY » "—[Ibid 77]— (938) 


COMMENTARY 

‘ ip/iercto, etc etc ’ — Just as the 1 Apoha of the non -Con ’ is not applied 
to the Horse, on the basis of its difference from the Spotted Cow,— so, mas- 
much as the Black Cow also is different from the Spotted Cow, the said ‘ Apoha 
of the non-Cow ’ should not apply to the Black Cow also So also to the 
spotted and other Cows , * difference ’ being equally present m all cases 
[And the Buddhist does not accept any such commonalty as that subsisting 
among all Cows, but not in any other animal ] — (338) 
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“ Further, just as it is not right to regard the Specific Individuality and 
other tilings as denoted by words, — on the ground of the absence of 
Convention, — so also it cannot be right in the case of Apoha also ”. — This 
is shown in the following — 


TEXT (939). 

“As A MATTER OF FACT, THE Apoka of the non-CoU. HAS NEVER BEEN 

PREVIOUSLY PERCEIVED BY THE SENSE-ORGANS ; — AND THE 
OPERATION OF WORDS DOES NOT LIE ANYWHERE ELSE. 

ON THE- PERCEPTION OF WHAT THEN WOULD THE 

Word be used 1 ’’—[Ibid. 78]— (939) 
COMMENTARY. 

The Convention-maker sets up the Convention on the basis of his firm 
conviction regarding the denotation of the word ; — the Apoha however is 
never perceived by the Sense-organs , — * previously ’ — i e. prior to the using 
of the word, at the time of fixing up the relation between the name and the 
named. — It cannot be perceived, because it is a non-entity, and Sense-organs 
operate only upon entities. 

It might be argued that the Word could be used on the apprehension of 
the Specific Individuality as differentiated from other things 

The answer to that is that 'the operation of words, etc etc.’-, — 'any- 
where else ’.—A e. m anything other than * the Apoha of others m the shape 
of the Specific Individuality — (939) 

It might be argued that — “ the Apoha may not be apprehended by the 
Sense-organs , it could be apprehended by means of Inference ’’.—This is 
answered m the following — 


TEXT (940) 

B HAS G0NE BEFORE, THERE CAN BE NO INFERENCE EITHER, IN 

THIS CASE ; AND FOR THE SAME REASON THEBE CAN BE NO CON- 
CEPTION OF ANY CONNECTION OF THIS.”— 79]— <940) 


COMMENTARY. 

‘ mat has gone before ’.—under Text 934, above. 

The "i 6 ®” 0 ' *'*■ ae - ’ ofthU-i.e. with the Word. 

is not the^Lr 18 me8nt t0 {mPly ^ Said abSeDCe of divets,t .' r 
Z’&w ’ — for the same reason. 

the the Be r n adduced by the Ba ^a (against 

n of Words}— because no Convention can be made ’-4s • incon- 
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elusive ’ , inasmuch as the application of words to the Apoha is a dm itted, 
even though no Convention can be made in regard to it — (940) 

The following text again proceeds to show that there can be no Convention 
in regard to the Apoha — 


TEXT (941) 

“ Hotv COULD ONE APPREHEND THE PACT OF SOMETHING NOT BEING 
DENOTED BY THE WORD ‘ CoW ’ ? — ‘ It COULD BE LEARNT FROM 
THE FACT THAT THE WORD Cow WAS NOT FOUND TO BE 
APPLIED TO IT AT THE MOMENT OF THE APPREHENSION OF 
THE CONNECTION OF THAT WORD ’ [THIS IS WHAT 

the Bauddha may say ] ” — [Ibid 81] — (941) 

COMMENTARY. 

It behoves you to explain this — How do you know that the Horse 
and other non-Cows are denoted by the word ‘ non-Oow ’ — l e they are not 
denoted by the word ‘ Cow * 1 

The Bauddha answers—' It could be learnt, etc etc. ‘ at the moment, 
etc etc ’,—1 e. at the time of the comprehension of the Convention —(941) 

The Opponent {Rumania) rejects this explanation (provided by the 
Bauddha ) — 


TEXT (942). 

‘ In that case, all things, with the sole exception of the single 

INDIVIDUAL COW, WOULD BECOME EXCLUDED BY THE ApOlia , 

AND IN THAT CASE IT WOULD NOT BE PROVED THAT 
any commonalty constitutes the Import 
of Words "—[Ibid 82]-(942) 

COMMENTARY 

. vnr n * Cow * cannot apply to anything 

E 'V '""ttatmia Pewe>vea at the time at the appreheneton of the 
eacept the one tha P , a a Spa ,,tf Cow nlach ha" 

r h^«»« « «•— *■ ■■ “ "* u ” 

Word, — (942) 

V no Convention could bo made regarding 
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TEXTS (943-944). 

It IS ONEX A WELL-E STABUSHED ENTITY IN THE SHAPE OE THE TlOJl- 
COW THAT COULD BE EXCLUDED BE THE Apohtt (DENOTED BY THE 
WOBD ' COW ') ; — AND THE nOTl-OoU) IS OE THE NATUBE 

oe the negation, of (ho Gow ; — hence it has to be 

EXPLAINED WHAT THIS Cow IS WHICH IS NEGATIVED 
(IN THE NON-COW). — Ie THIS Cow IS OE THE 
nature of the negation of the, non-Cow, then 

THEBE IS MUTUAL MTEBDEBENDENCE. — 

If THE Cow IS ADMITTED AS AN ENTITY 
FOB THE SAKE OB THE Apoha, the n 
THE POSTULATING OF THE Apoha 
BECOMES FUTIL E ”• — [Ibid. 

83-84]— (943-944) 


COMMENTARY. 

The Cow is apprehended through the ‘ exclusion of the non-Cow' — 
the * non-Cow ’ is of the nature of the negation of the Cow hence the second 
term in the word ‘ non-Cow ’ has got to be explained, which is negatived bv 

InlthTT,! ****** “ th ® WOrd ' non - Gow ’ : ‘here can be no negation of 
anythmg, the exact nature of which is not known. 

afrJttf ht h ! i ar *r d thaW what «• * that has to he explained J It is 
Tw!Z ^ te ** ° l the " atura ° f th6 "***•» °f ** non-Cow.' 

Cow rZZn ^n 1S ~Z V m COW ’ etC - stands for the 

Cow it nun the Ct>W bemg ° f 1316 natore of the negation of the non- 
CoJ^th* «** apprehension o/the non- 

could be app^Ced o^”tt T ° f th6 "****>" * ** G ™> » 

01 the Ctm,; ~ thn9 

-j«,7a CW that 18 n ^tived by the word 

for the fulfilment of the Avohn°* Z* ** bty ’ im the saka of Apoha,— i.e. 
— ** there would be ° f * 

That is, rf’thirt be ““ ^ 0n establiehed tntU y> etc. etc.';— 

denotation of *° &S£ ™ 3e tbat Apoha {olms the 

con ®st of a posiave on'tiZ r^ “ y ° U admit the ^P” 4 of words to 
not admit of any posiave^’ntf^Tt ' ^ 00nslstent > y°n should 
not admit it. thL £ faty to 1,6 denoted by a word ; and if you do 

(043-944) th ° ° bjeCtloattb!e ‘ interdependence ’ becomes inevitable— 

The following Tat sums up the 


same mutual Interdependence- 
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“ UKX.BSS THE Cow IS ESTABLISHED, THEBE OAK r, 

" ™ " " — «■* -™ — ■» a.® « .SSi 1 " 

that op the Container and the Contmmd and 
the like (Yit# Apoha 85) — (945) 

COMMENTARY 

(boJzttnz of T rr g n tjie raiat,on ° f *«**•*•» «#<* 

(between the two), the Teacher Dmnago has declared as follows -‘Such 
S and the Lke W *“* «"*« * «■ „„ 0/ 

, _ The °PP onen * shows the impropriety of this view, m the words— 
Setween tm negate, etc. etc ’-When between two things, a real rein- 
faonsfnp is known to east, then it may be correct to say that one is quahjlcd 
y he other ; in the case of the Blue-Lotus however, inasmuch as the two 
are of tha nature of the negation of Blue and negation of Lotus, which are 
mere negations, and hence devoid of any form, -there cannot be any such 
relation between them as that of Container and Contained and the like 

The term ‘ and the rest ’, includes such relations as thosB of Conjunction, 
Inherence, Inherence in a common substratum and so forth 

In the absence of any real relation, it is not right that there should bo 
a notion of one being qualified by the other If it were so, then there would 
be an incongruity • — (H45) 


The following might be urged (by the Bauddha ) — ‘ It is not meant by 
us that in the case of the expression Blue Lotus, the negation of the non- 
lotus is qualified by the negation of the non-blue , hence the said objection 
cannot apply to us What we mean is that there is an entity uhich is 
excluded from the non-blue and the non -lotus , and what is denoted by the 
word is that entity aB qualified by the exclusion of other things 
This is answered in the following — 


TEXT (946) 

“ AS A MATTER 05 PACT, AST THING UNCOMMON (UNIQUE, SPECIFIC) IS 
NEVER COGNISED AS QUALIFIED BY THE Apoha HOW TOO COULD 

any relationship be assumed between an entity and 
a non-entity 1 ”■ — [Ibid. Apoha 86] — (946) 


COMMENTARY 

That is, because the Specific Individuality cannot bo oxpre»sed by 
words, and also because all the objections urged against that view aro applic- 
able in the present case also 
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Even if the uncommon entity be apprehended — even so, it cannot be 
qualified by the exclusion 0 / other things , this is what is shown by the words — 
* How too, etc. etc ’ , — the ‘ nan-enlily ’ is the Apoha, the ‘ Entity ’ is the 
uncommon thing , and there can be no connection between the entity and 
the non-entity , because connection always rests upon two entities — (946) 

“ Further, the connection may be there ; even so, the Apoha cannot be 
regarded as the qualifying factor ” , — this is shown in the following — 


TEXT (947). 

“ In fact, nothing can serve as a qualification by its mere existence , 

IT IS ONLY WHEN IT COLOURS THE qualified WITH ITS OWN COG- 
NITION THAT rr BECOMES its qualification.”— [Ibid. 

Apoha 87J— (947) 


COMMENTARY. 

The Blue does not become a qualification of the Lotus by its mere 
existence , what then ’-When one thing, on being cogiused, colours the 
qualified thing with the cognition tinged with its own form, then alone ,t 
is said to be the qualification of that thing — (947) 


This process of qualification is not possible m the case 
is what is shown in the following — 


of Apoha , this 


“ “* MST ”° N0T BRDIG ™ “» COGNITION 

idea ot ™ «**«** » held in 

this conn™ cannot be one in which the 
qualification ts not cognised 
Apoha 88]— (948) 

COMMENTARY 

not «PPt«wThf a^T °J thS H ° rSe 8nd other does 

he ' a S no possibihtj of fcilf * P ° S,tlve enW » ’ thus there 
*■«> Us own eoiSn * ^ * «*>not colour the Horse, 

-^^fb e XTahfi^‘‘.. EVe “ W,th0Ut ^ *«* cognised, the 
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« "zzztz t t,w Apo ' ia ’-°™ *. —much 

••m.M nut right K s-ru-L its qJhfiLL, ™_ti "' e ' lr£ ! *° ^ thjn & >‘ 
following — ^ 11-1 111 “hat is shown in the 


TEXT (949) 

ZZZ .' r "' CAVSW AI10W A coomttox which IS 
UW S0M,T, " V ’ ™ wnm«; rcm how can that he 

MU. TO Jit TJU Q ! AMIK'ATION IS A COGNITION WHICH 

is Miu. Mnti.Tiuvfi nun RKNT » »• 

ApoJm SOJ— (<»I9) 


COIMIRXTAKV 

K\er> qimhln ntiou ... found to bring about in regard to tho qualified 
thing n eogmhon in ho-ping with its own form , and on o kind of qualification 
cifK'M not bring about a cognition Iiko something else , eg tho Blue does not 
prodm,. fn regard to the Lotus tho cognition of Red , nor does the slick bring 
it ho tit in regard to tho St, el. holder, the idoft of his u-earmg ear-rings —In 
1 1.0 cn.ro in question also, tho corbel cognition tlint appears in connection with 
flic- fforre, rtc is not coloured In n egatne character, on the other hand, it 
partakes of tho pontitve diameter 

It might In? argued that— “ Eton when bringing about a cognition 
unlil.o itself, n qualification can be so called ” 

Till) answer to that is— 'How mu, etc tic'— 'Like something different’,— 
i.e unlike the qualification itself — (048) 


Question — " 44 lint would be the harm if it did I 
Ansucr — 


TEXT (930) 

' If a Qualification he regarded as such even in regard to 
the Qualified thing which is totally different, then, 

EVERYTHING CAN SERVE AS THE QUALIFICATION (OF 

everything) " — [Ibid Apoha 90]— (950) 
COMMENTARY 

If, for you, tliorc were on assumption of somothing being a qualification, 
evon in regard to a Qualified thing, which is unlike, and not like, — in accord- 
ance with tho form ol,— that Qualification,— then ever} thing , — Blue and the 
rest,— could bo tho Qualification ol everything , and there would be no re- 
striction at all — (950) 

It might bo argued that—' * the Apoha does colour the Qualified Entity 
with its own Cognition (Idea) ’ 

Tho answor to that is as follows — 
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TEXT (951) 

« j r raE Qualified thing is cognisable in the form of negation, 

THEN IT CANNOT BE AN ENTITY , CONSEQUENTLY FOE YOU, 
THESE CAN BE NO ENTITY THAT COULD BE DENOTED BY 
■WORDS AS QUALIFIED BY Apoha ” — [Ibid 

Apoha 91] — (951) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Negation ’ — i e the Apoha ; — •' cognisable m the form ’ — i e cognised as 
being of the same form as , — if the Qualified thing has its character such 
that it is cognisable m the form of negation j — I e if the thing is cognised 
in the form of Negation, — then it ceases to be a positive Entity j as the 
‘ negative ’ and * positive ’ are contradictory terms. 

The argument is summed up in the words — * Consequently, for you, 
etc. etc. ’.—(951) 


The following might be urged— 1 As a matter of fact. Words and Inferen- 
tial Indicatives are found to operate only m regard to things as excluded 
from others, and not as devoid of such exclusion {Apoha ) ; and it is on that 
ground that it is asserted that the Apoha is established by Words and Indi- 
cations ; and it is not on the basis of the pointing out of what is excluded ; 
so that all that lias been urged regarding the theory being contrary to 
experience is not relevant at all 

This is answered in the following— 


IOA1 \V 3 Z). 

upos T A\vTmv HE WoED AND THE Indicative may not operate 
' * ° F Ap ° ha ’- YET *«* Cognition rests 

Entity which is what it apprehends ” [Ibid. 

Apoha 92]— (952) 

COMMENTARY. 

Oogmtion *** may be ‘ ^eluded from others ’,_yet when 

rest upon that 'eIu ‘° ?’ t ^ ro ^ h Words and Indicatives, it dees not 
^mei,To f 1 ELity““‘ r- 0f t ° ^ t3 ; ^ be ttee - b “‘ "P™ the 
the thing which ’'T Z a Zl v * lfc ‘ S attached That factor 
the object s W \ VerbSl ° r Wemtal Cognition is 

present, „ «£ ** ^ whj ° h ’ ev ™ ‘hough 

p-opertics of the W „ lDStanCe ’ eVsm thou S h the «w01 and other 
the word 1 ” there ’ yet thB3e aro not bald *0 be denoted bv 
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Nor is it right to assert that — 1 the Worcl and the Indicative operate 
upon the thing as ‘excluded from others’— This is what is shown m the 
following — 


TEXT (953) 

“ As a matter of fact, the Uncommon Thing never figures in the 
Cognition , nor again can it be rightly regarded as 
Cognisable, because it is ‘ indeterminate ’ ”■ — 

[Ibid Apoha 93]— (953) 


COMMENTARY 


When a thing is ‘excluded from others’, it can, under your doctrine, 
be only the Uncommon Specific Individuality,— and yet it is your view that 
this latter does not figure in Cognition brought about byWords and Indi- 
catives— on the ground that it is apprehensible only by ' indeterminate, 
non-conceplual cognition ’, while Cognition born of Words and Indicatives 


appertains to commonalty 

If it be held that this latter Cognition does apprehend the Specific 
Individuality,-— then this cannot be in accordance with Reason , tins is what 
is shown m the words—* Nor again can tt be rightly, etc etc ’—that is to say, 
the Uncommon (Specific) Entity cannot be apprehended by Cognition bom 
of Words and Indicatives, because all conceptual ideas are absent m that 
Entity , as Conceptual Thought operates only through the contact of the 
‘ Universal ’ and such other qualifications and never through the pure Thmg- 


in-itself — ( 953 ) 


It might be argued that- 1 Even though the Uncommon Entity may not 
be apprehended by Words, it can be said to be qualified by Exclusion 
The answer to this is as follows 


TEXT (954) 

"i™ — T’'™:” ” 

Words and Indicatives -{Ibid 
Apoha 94]- — (954) 

COMMENTARY 

to Drove, m another way, the fact of Commonalty 
The author proceeds to prove, 

{Universal) being a real entity — 



513 


EXAMINATION OP THE IMPORT OP 'WORDS. 

TEXT (655). 

“ When Individualities could not be what is ‘ excluded bv Apoha 
BECAUSE THEY ARB NOT DESOTED BY WORDS, — THEN THE 

Commonalty (Universal) alone is what could be 

‘ EXCLUDED ’ AND BECAUSE OF ITS ‘ EXCLUSION 
TT MUST BE AN ENTITY ” — [Shlo -Va. 

Apoha 95] — (955) 

COMMENTARY 

'Individualities' — That is, the Uncommon (Speeifio) Entities — cannot be 
expressed by words , hence they cannot be regarded as ‘ excluded ’ , because 
what is not spoken of cannot be denied (or excluded) 

The Commonalty alone is what could 6e excluded, — that is, because that 
alone is what is expressed by n ords — (9o5) 

It might be asked — •* if the Commonalty (or Universal) were excluded, — 
even so, how could that establish it as an entity ? ’ 

The answer to tins is as follows — 


TEXT (956) 

“ Hebe Negations cannot be objects op ‘ exclusion for, ip they 

WERE, THEY WOULD LOSE THEIR NEGATIVE CHARACTER 

Consequently, it is clear that when there is an 
exclbsiox ’ { dpoha ) op another ‘ exclusion * 

(Apoha), it CAN BE ONLY OP A POSITIVE 

Entity in the shape op the Common- 
alty (or Universal) ’’—[Shlo - 
Va, Apoha 96]— (956) 

COMMENTARY 

'legations e Apahas , Exclusions 

entities * ^ ® xclus,ons of the3B Exclusions, they would be positive 

nigMive rf™art!L-^uirbTah 0rt ri~'fr ^ ** efc ’~ That *. the 
“ os follows -If E-T2L i y ° esotasions What is meant 

be denied , MeZZT 1a, ‘‘T negatlVe 
negative cCaete ^ Ib 1T$ WOuld abando “ 

fusions having abend’ “ d *' henoe the ^gotions in the shape of the 

*"»U cnuuc, -Tht“ Zl^r r S0tlV6 t ai ' a ° tar ’ th6y wmdd 
‘because them Ian “V”* 'f***™***' to mean 

33 
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From all this it is clear that when there is (exclusion) of one Apoha, 
the Cow, in another Apoha, the Horse, — it could be an exclusion of the 
* Universal ’ only It is established therefore that the Universal, being the 
object of ‘ Exclusion must be a positive entity — (956) 

Then again, the Apohas could be either different or non different among 
themselves If they are held to be different, then there are objections to 
that view — This is shown in the following — 


TEXT (957) 

“ If the Negation of a Negation is different from ft, — then it 
must be a Positive Entity If not, then the Cow win. 
be the same as the Non-Cow for you .” — [Shlo -Va 
Apoha 97]— (967) 


COMMENTARY 


If, ‘ Of the negation ’ — i e of that negation which is denoted by the word 

* non-cow ’, 1 the negation l e. that which is denoted by the word ‘ cow 

—were different from the former Negation,—) e something other than it, 
—then it would be a Positive Entity , because the positive character consists 
only m the absence of negation 

H it is not different from it, then, for you, the Cow also should be Non- 
Cow, because what is not-dijferent must be understood to be the same- 
(957) 


The following might be urged- 1 What are excluded by the words Cow 
j f,„ rse —0 on l Y the Specific Individualities as excluded from one anothor , 
and it is not Negations that are excluded, hence the contingency of their 
becoming positive entities cannot be unacceptable to us 
The answer to this is as follows 


TEXT (958) 

“ Though in the case of other words, e™ max be 

WHAT IS ‘ EXCEEDED ’, -YET IN THE CASE « THE 

word ‘sat' (‘Being’), nothing apart ^ from 
‘ Negation ’ is regarded as ‘ exceeded 
[Shlo -Va Apoha 98 ]— (958) 

COMMENTARY - 

, .. „ . n„ nE * — o g such words as ‘ Cow ’ 

In the case of words othe * ^ ^ IS nn entity, m the form of 

and the rest,— it may be case o{ t j le word 1 Being ’ itself, there 

the Bill and other things but > except tllnt which is called 

» notlung that oouldbe ^W ^ can be OM:hldo d, because the word 
‘Negation , vatti 15 » * & 
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‘Being’ IS used only in the sense ol excluding what is non-being, (Non- 
existent) — (958) 

Question — ‘ What is the harm if that is so ! * 

Ansu-er — 


TEXT (959) 


“ Ik that case, even the Non-existent (Non-being) wooed have a 

POSITIVE CHARACTER , WHICH WOULD BE A GREAT CALAMITY — 

And whe n t he re is no Negation, there would be 
no Existence (Positive) at all , and (as a con- 
sequence) Non-existence also would be 
impossible ” — [Shlo -Va. Apoha 


99]— (959) 


COMMENTARY. 


As shown before (under 9S6, above) ‘ Negations would abandon their 
negative character’, — hence li there were exclusion of the non-existent, 
it would be a positive entity ; and as this would involve the idea of the non- 
existent also being a positive entity, which would be contrary to the 
Apohist’s doctnne, — this would be a great calamity for him 

It might ho Baid — ‘ The Negation may be an entity, what then ? ’ 

The answer is — ‘ When there is no Negation, etc etc.’ — When there 
would be no Negation, there would be no ‘ existence ’ of anything at all ; 
because, according to your view, existence is only the exclusion or negation of 
non-existence , so that, when Negation is ‘ excluded it becomes an Entity, 
and loses its character , hence there can be no non-existence either , as that 
also is only the exclusion or negation of existence, and existence does not 
oast, as shown above — (959) 


It has been asserted before— (a) that ‘ they would be differentiated by 
the excluded things’ {Text, 929), and (b) that ‘there can be no difference 

i because th ®y “e non-entities • (Text, 926) —These arguments 

e been thus answered by certain Bauddhas —‘The difference among 

r:rA Ue ;: 0t t0 d * fi<,renc ' ! oJ strata, nor to the difference among 
arc 6 ? g3 ’ wbat hapP 60 ® that on diverse external objects there 

in JET* 1 Apohas wluoh “ e themselves featureless, and consist only 

b ?* 8 ot r ts> and hence appeanng « • th ®y « » 

diverse unreal 1 '* BaAl ° ms ’ wiucb ' though rather objectless, rest upon 
extending ml aU ST T "l**? t0 vane 8 ated conce P taal Impressions 
these Apohas annear begmnme .—and being thus superimposed, 

mine JhractTZ iJZ*™ "u “ “ S;EO that the and 

Impressions F wnld be due t0 tbe diversity of the said 
lias i, answered in the following— 
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TEXT (060) 

“ Either imi;nsiTv ob tiiv positive char voter or Apohas oakkot be 

ASSUMED TO BE DUE TO TOE DlVEBSITV OF IMPRESSIONS , BECAUSE 

Impression cannot be heed to exist when thebe is 
no Entity fSlilo -Va Apoha 100J— (060) 

COMMENTARY 

As a matter of fact, no ono holds tlie view that Impressions or Tendencies 
belong to tho non entity — That them is no objectless Cognition has also been 
thorough]} discussed and pi o\ cd in course of our examination of Idealism 
Hence there can be no conceptions based upon unreal objects, how then can 
thero bo any Impression resting upon sueli conception ? 

1 Autstum ' , — i o when tlicio is no Entity uluch could be its substratum f 
and when theie can bo no Cognition without objects, — as there could bo no 
cognition tliat could produce tho Impiession — how could there be any 
Impression ? And when there is no Impression, how could the diversity 
among Apohas or their positivo character, be due to Impressions 1 (960) 

JTax’ing thus discarded ‘ Apoha ’ ns the ‘ denoted the Opponent of the 
Buddlust pioceeds to discard it also as held to be the ‘ denotative * 


TEXTS (961-963) 

« You CANNOT BASE THE DIVERSITY AMONG Words ALSO UPON THE 
SAID CONDITIONS THEBE CAN BE NO ' UNCOMMON 1 DENOTATIVE 
WOBD AS NO SUCH COULD SAVE BEEN PEBCEIVED BEFORE UNDER 
THE CIRCUMSTANCES, IF A ‘ COMMONALTY ’ WERE ASSUMED IN THE 
SHAPE OF THE ‘ Apoha (EXCLUSION) OF OTHER WORDS —AS IT COULD 
ONLY RE A NON ‘ENTITY, AS SHOWN ABOVE, THERE COULD BE NO 
diversity among words -Just as among denotative Words 

SO BETWEEN THE ‘ DENOTED * AND * DENOTATIVE _ ALSO THERE 
COULD BE NO DIFFERENCE THAT THERE CAN BE NO DIFFERENCE 
BASED UPON THE DIFFERENCE IN THE ‘EXCLUDED THINGS HAS 
ALREADY BEEN EXPLAINED ”-[Shlo -Va Apoha 102, 04, 3 

(961-963) COMMENTARY 

- ”* 

>«* r°‘ h ” d,v ” ,y 

— - » * *• -•* r 

„ jsr- ru— » — - — — “ w 

characters’ uncommon w>rd, etc etc’— What is said 

' - T ' iCrC r^toZve word, and what is meant .. that 
hero is with reference to the denotan 
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the wo*, M » nppiehended in and. £ 

, „< „ Sneeifie Individuality', cannot be denotative 

ZLi JoSJe teen perc^d 6 efom; that is, the Word that is 
“t the time oi usage mil not have been perceived Wore tbrt 
i e at the time oi the malting oi the Convention relating to it I and « e word 
that was perceived at that time mil have long ceased to exist so that there 
could be no usage oi that word , nor is it right that there should be any usage 
based upon the word that was not perceived at the time oi the Convention , 
as that would lead to incongruities —From all tins it follows that the Specific 
Individuality cannot bo denotative 

In fact, among you join solves, there is a difference on this point , as it 
lias been stated (by one of \ ourselves) that-— 4 no particular thing can he 
denoted, and no particular void can be denotative, because it has not been 
perceived before , it is the ComraoiiRlty (Universal) that will be so, as is going 
to be explained * — Hence no objection can be taken to what we have said 
regarding the denotative word 

Such being the case, ll it be held that what is denotative is the 4 Exclusion 
of other words,’ m the form of the * Word — •‘Universal ’, — in the same way 
as the ‘ Exclusion of other things ’ is oi the form of the 4 Thing — Universal — 
then, as shown above, under Text 926, — as there can be no diversity among 
the denoted Apohas, sc there can be no diversity among the denotative Apohas 
also , because these latter are featureless. 

And just as there can be no difference among the denotative Apohas, 
so also there can be no difference between the denotative and the denoted 
Apohas , because these also are featureless 

It might be argued that there may he difference among these, due to the 
difference* among the Excluded things — The answer to that is — * That there 
can be no difference , etc eft ’ , — that is, how there can be no difference due to 
difference among the excluded things has been already explained above, 
under Text 928 —(961-963) 


So far It lias been shown that the Proposition (of the Baaddha) is oou- 
rary to experience and to his own doctrines. Rumania now proceeds to 
1 ,0t j 18 °' leri *° vhaTgs oi involving the incongruity oi the relation 
. eD °* e -' n 'l denotative 1 being impossible, and also to that of being 
(ontrary to the Opponent’s own doctrines — 


TEAT (964). 

T „r HE 31,0 REL4 ti °N' of denoted and denotative between 
- ' 0 Apohas, BECAUSE THEY ARE NON -ENTITIES, TENDER YOUR 

h’ J 'i ST AS THE ‘ Sky-flower ’ and the ‘Hare’s 

0R N TRE, ACCORDING TO ORDINARY PEOPLE ” 

[Shlo-Va Apolia 108]— (964) 

C01D4ESTARY 

nvucnninf 11 ' 0 ! dcnolat ' le he between what are 

S there can be no such relation between the ‘ Sky-dower ’ 
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and the 1 Hare’s Horn ’ , — and the denoted and denotative Apohas are both 
non-entities , — hence there is perception of a character contrary to the 
character of wider extension — (904) 

Objection against the above — 1 Thera is cognition of the absence of 
Bam from the absence of clouds (where both are non-entities) , lienee the 
Keason put forward is Dot conclusive ’ 

Answer — 


TEXT (965) 

“ I F some one, PERCEIVING THE SAID RELATION BETWEEN THE NON- 
EXISTENT Bain and the non-existent Cloud, were to urge 

f InCONCEUSIVENESS ’ AGAINST OUR RBASON, — THEN, 

ACCORDING TO OUR VIEW, THERE IS AN entity 
VS THE CASE CITED ALSO , BUT HOW COULD 
IT BE UNDER YOUR VIEW * ” — [Shlo - 

VS Apoha 109] — (965) 

COMMENTARY 

On seeing that between the Bam and the Cloud both of which are 
non-existent, 

JnSor rd indicated) . 

” he sxjl — * z:z;:jz :z 

and Bam also there is an entity *«■“*» 1 Bauddha, on the other hand, 

rts zztzv ::^ ss — - *-~- 

how could It he? lnaws. It ld not posslH e at all 

Indicated m the ca ^ , , fe , misp i a0 ed , it should have come after 

■ ,h ' "" 

of the Bam and the Cloud (96?) 

,, , t]ln lVord and tho Inforential 
- Then agam, you « and nation 

Indicative, — m both of M objeots , and you have also 

the predominant factor, t {ho deno tntion of another word 

made the following statement— ]v dc( juccd from the 

2 - -j-srjc 




3 theory of Aj’oha Thw 
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1 When one does not admit the denotation of the word to be 

POSITIVE (AFFIRMATIVE) IN CHARACTER, THERE CAN BE NO 
NEGATION ALSO FOR HIM , AS THIS IS ALWAYS 
PRECEDED BY THAT [Shlo -Va 
Apolm 110]— (966) 

COMMENTARY 

' Preceded by that l e preceded fay affirmation , that is Negation is 
only the denial of what has been affirmed 

Further, under the Apdha-theory, there is no possibihty of the relation of 
qualification 'and qualified between Blue and Lotus, and the co-ordination 
between them,— winch is perceived m actual experience — (966) 

“ With a view to explaining these,— the relation of qualification and 
qualified and the co-ordination , — the Bavddha has made the following state* 
ment — ‘ Words denote diverse things on account of the diversity of the 
things ‘ excluded \ they are ineffective in the matter of their own diversity. 
They become the qualification and the qualified when bringing about the 
<*ame effoct , and the difference being based upon that fact alone, it is not 
abandoned by their own Commonalty , and yet the said difference has not 
been asserted, as there is doubt regarding it , and when the two are equal ant 
similar, then they servo the same purpose ’ 

Tile following Text proceeds to show that all tins cannot be right . — 


TEXTS (967-969) 

“ It IS HELD THAT WHAT IS DENOTED IS Apoha ONLY , UNDER THIS THE 
THERE CAN BE NO POSSIBILITY OF THE RELATION OF quuhfic 
mid qualified or of co-ordination, in the case of such vb 
expressions as * Blue-lotus ', which have a mixed con 

TION , BECAUSE THE * EXCLUSION OF THE non-blue ’ DOE 
’XA OL\ E THE 'EXCLUSION OF THE nOU-lotUS NOR DOI 
■TTER INVOLVE THE FORMER HENCE THE RELATION Or A 
on and qualified is not possible (between the Blue 
.nd the Lotus)— Nor would the said relation be 

BETWEEN THE WORDS APART FROM WHAT THEY DENOTE ” — 

Apolm 115-117]— -(967-969) 

COMMENTARY 

W lint, was rejected before was the possibility of the relation 
an an ^ Wolf'd between the thmes denoted, what is rojecte 
line relation between words , hence there is no repetition 
The relation of juali/ica/ion and qualified consists in ea 
"Tving to differentiate the other, aud this is held to bo 
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a number of words connected together.-^uch ns ■ Blue lot™ ■ t, 
also in tho case of expressions wheie tlie terms are not cn A * a PP eara 
m tho expression « King's officer ’ It is said to be a case" of^o ordmf- 
turn when too words, liavmg different connotations, are applied to the 

,a Md to * — sr- - 

Xow in regard to such verbal expression as « Blue-lotus ’ and the like, — 
whose connotation is mixed, -there ,s ■ co ordination -and this would 
not be possible under the Apoka theory 

Mixed connotation i e a connotation of mixed character As 
declm-ed in the statement-' The Sine-lotus ,s neither Blue only nor the 
Lotus only, because what is denoted is the combination of both ' 

Question — Why is tins not possible under the Apoha-tkeory » 

Answer Because, etc etc ' Because on the * exclusion of the non - 
blue there is no ‘ exclusion of the non-lotus ’ Xor does the latter — i e ‘ Ex- 
clusion of the non-Lotus ' — involve the former — 1 e the ‘ exclusion of the 
non-blue' — [In some texts, the reading is ‘ttard’ for ‘ xtarah ’ , where the 
Feminine form may be taken as with reference to the term ' Chyutih' , 

‘ Itara ’ thus standing for the ‘ Ghyv.it, ’, exclusion, of the Non-Blue] —What 
is meant is that these two do not stand m the relation of container and con- 
tained, because both are featureless And when there is no relation, there 
can be no relation of qualification and qualified , if there were, we would be 
landed in absurdities 

What is meant by this is that under your theory there can be no mixed 
connotation, as all words denote mere negation, and hence the relation of 
qualification and qualified is not possible. 

It might be argued that — ‘there may be no relation of qualification 
and qualified between what are denoted by the words, — why should it not 
subsist between the words themselves J ’ 

The answer to this is — * Bor would, etc etc that is, it is only through 
their denotations that the relation of qualification and qualified becomes 
attributed to the words , hence when the said relation is not possible between 
what are denoted, how can there be any attributing of it to the denotative 
words ? — (967-969) 

KumSnla now proceeds to deny ‘ oo-ordination ’ — 

TEXT (970) 

“ Co-ordination is not possible, as the Apokas are different 

If it be held to subsist on the basis of what is denoted, 
then what sort OF ‘ SUBSISTENCE ’ WOULD THERE 
BE BETWEEN THE TWO ! ’’ — [Shlo -Va 
Apoha I1SJ — (970) 

COHMENTABY. 

It is only when two words are applied to the seme object that there is 
‘ co-ordination ^between them , and (under the Apoha-theary) it is not possible 
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for the uords ‘blue* and ‘lotus’ to apply to tlie same object, because 
what are denoted by them are, respectively, ‘ the exclusion of the non-blue ’ 
and ‘ the exclusion of the non-lotus and these two are distinct For 
instance, it has been asserted by yourself that * words have diverse denota- 
tions because the tilings excluded by them are diverse The argument 
raav be formulated as follows ‘—Words like * Blue Lotus cannot form the 
object of co -ordination, because they pertain to different tilings, like the 
words 1 jar % * cloth * and so forth 

It might be axgued that ‘the exclusion of non-blue also stands where 
there is exclusion of non-lotus , and thus the Apohas denoted by the two 
words may be applied to the same thing , and hence, through these denota- 
tions, co-orchnation may be said to he between the words also* * Tat 9 
stands for co-ordinaMn 

The answer to this is — 1 What sort of subsistence , etc etc *— * Tayoh * — 
* between the two*, — l e between the ‘Exclusion of the non -blue* and the 
4 Exclusion of the non-lotus * That is to say, there can be ho real subsistence 
m these ; as what is formless cannot subsist anywhere, like the ‘son of the 
Barren Woman 5 — (070) 

Then again, there may be some sort of subsistence m the case of things 
like the Blue and the Lotus , but even though present, it could not be expressed 
by words -—This is shown m the f ollowmg — 


TEXT (971) 

* f As A MATTER OF FACT, NOTHING * UNCOMMON ' IS EVER APPREHENDED , 
AND ANYTHING ELSE DOES NOT EXIST FOR YOU WHERE THEN 
WOULD BE THE USE OF THE CO-ORDINATION OF WORDS, 

WHICH IS NOT APPREHENDED AT ALL * ” — 

[Shlo-Va. Apoha I19H97I) 


CO:\DIEXTARY. 

Xo uncommon * thing m the shape of the Blue Lotus and the like is 
oi er apprehended tlirough words, because all conceptions aTe absent therein,— 
as has been declared (by the Apohist) — Under the circumstances when the 
Hung winch is the substratum is uot known, bow can the subsistence of the 
Apohas subsisting therein be cognised * That is, the cognition of the property 
is concomitant with that u herein the property subsists 

It might be argued that — -‘as there is a substratum of tlie«e Apohas 
w i>ch is entirely different from the Uncommon Entity, the said objection is 
not relevant 

The answer to tins is — ‘ Anyth my e/sc does not exist — for you \ 

It might be urged that — ‘ c\ on if the co-ordination is not actually 
cognised, jet it is there all the same, m the actual state of things ’ 

The nn^ner to this is — ‘ Where would be, etc etc ’ — 1 Ailurthyam ’ is co- 
ord mahon 
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Where would be the use ‘ — i e nowhere at all — Because et en if a tiling 
exists, if it is not cognised (known), it cannot form part of the usage of people 
—(971) ' ‘ 

The following might be urged — ‘If it were mere exclusion that is 
denoted by the word, then there would be room for the said objection , as a 
matter of fact, however, what is denoted is the entity along with the exclusion , 
consequently the two words having the two exclusions as their adjuncts 
could very well apply to a single entity alone with the Apoha , so that 
the co-ordination would be there all nght ’ 

The answer to this is as follows — 


TEXT (972) 

“ If it be said that what is denoted is the Entity along with the 

Apoha, — THERE Also, CONCOMITANCE WITH THE WOHD WOULD 
BE UNATTAINABLE, AS IT WOULD BE DEPENDENT UPON 

something else *’ — [Shlo -Va Apoha 120] — (972) 


COMMENTARY 

• There also i e in the Entity along with the Apoha being regarded as 
denoted by the word,— the ' concomitance ’—i e indication— of the various 
variations of the non-blue Lotus with the word ‘ Blue '-would be unattain- 
able —why * — because the word-* Blue '-woidd be dependent upon some- 
it ell inasmuch as it denotes the object only as subordinate to the 
Lis, on, -and not directly, and as there is no direct donntnt.on there 
could be no indication of its variations , just as the word sweet does not 
indicate the white colour , though as tilings stand, the white colour is a var.etj 
of Znon-sweet, yet, the potency of the word ^ 
varieties of only that which it denotes “ 

what is denoted through the mte^nfaon of something oi tUo 

noc ° T r^ 

denotation of the possesses the Universal, because it 

that ‘ the word cannot denote t %K>W tbal what is denoted is 

13 not independent ’, is app c what j, as been made clear by tbo 

the entity along with the exdusio consisted of the Entity 

Text That is to say, . 1 the < len "d! Being'. * Existence would 

along with the ‘Universe 1 ’, ttathe^ ' as its subordinate 

express the substance with the » 1 jndlCBt0 tho varieties m the d.«po 

factor, and not directly ,becau- tho varieties not being 

Of the Jar and other things , and m the even Tins same 

incongruity » f*”® “ „„ •!» »■ ‘ “ 

entity along with the Exclusion, as m 
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predominant factor, no 1 exclusion of others 1 is apprehended , — why 9 — 
because 1 ut their case, etc etc ’ , m the case of nouns — terms like ‘ ghata ’ 
Jar), etc — with declensional endings, — there are certain well-established 
entities in the shape of the non jar, etc winch are negatived and can figure 
in the ‘exclusion’ (expressed by the woid ‘Jar’), not so in the case o I 
verbs, like ‘pachati’, etc whore no we’I-established counter-entities are ever 
apprehended — (974) 


The following might be urged — ' There may he nothing to be negatived 
actually figuring ill the exclusion, even so, there may be a probable counter- 
eutitv ( m-pachalt ) of which there could be negation in the form na-»e-y>orlin!i ’ 
[So that the denotation of the verb packati would be no na-pachati] 

This is answered in the following — 


TEXTS (975-976) 

Even when na-na would be uttered, there would be negation 
OP NEGATION ONLY , SO THAT THE packatt (ACTION OP Cooling) 
WOULD REMAIN THERE IN ITS OWN (POSITIVE) PORM - 

Similarly in the oase op verbs there is the idea 
op being m course of accomplishment, AS ALS0 XHAT 
OP THE past , ETC , AND AS Aj/oha IS SOMETHING 
WELL-ESTABLISHED, THESE IDEAS WOULD 
BE BASELESS (IP Apoha WERE ALL 
THAT IS DENOTED BY WORDS) 

[Shlo -Va Apoha 140-141]— 

(975-970) 


COMMENTARY 

Even when the expression *«h«*-*** - ^ red ’ ‘ S e,;pr0SSCd 
M only the negation of a probable negation 

■ what is the harm in that 1 _ J9 to sajr> two negatives 

Answer —So that the pac i, ^ ^ q{ thfl sald expression, the 
always denote an affii motion h ^ ^ £<jtm _ hen00 the donotat.on 

action of ‘ pochaii commas then P ^ ^ ghapQ of ApQh a) 
of the word would be positive (n 9 m flc{ m ( / ie course of being 

Then again, the verb " J as m l!ie course of bemg accomplished 

acoomfMitd , and that while some are Btl ^ “““‘i® 01 ™ " 
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_Xa regard to the Apoha however, no such ideas of being in course of accom- 
plishment, etc is possible, because it is a fully accomplu- t " g ““' 
sistmg entirely of Negation Consequently, under the view that Apoha 
is denoted by words, the idea of being in course of accomplishment and also the 
idea of ‘past’, ‘future’ and the like can have no basis at. all; hence it is 

contrary to experience . _ , . , n 

‘ Bhiitadirupanmn’, — the conception, idea, of the Past, etc (9<a-Ji ) 


The following texts proceed to show that the theory cannot cover all 
cases and as such it is contraiy to expenence — 


TEXTS (977-979) 

“Is the case of the whole mass of denotations like Injunction 
and the like, — these is no idea of the ‘ Exclusion of others ’ 
How could there be any Apoha even when the negative is 

COUPLED WITH NEGATION * — PARTICLES LUKE ‘ Glia ’ AND THE REST 
CAN HAVE NO CONNECTION WITH THE NEGATIVE , HENCE HERE ALSO 
NO Apoha IS FOS5IBLE — IN THE CASE OF WHAT IS EXPRESSED BY 
A SENTENCE, THE ‘ EXCLUSION OF OTHERS ’ CANNOT EVEN BE IN- 
DICATED — In the case of such expressions as ‘ ananyapoha ' 
(‘Non-exclusion of others’), no denotation is apprehended 

AT ALL (APART FROM THE POSITIVE) — WHEREFORE TOO COULD 
THERE BE ANYTHING ‘ EXCLUDED ’ IN THE CASE OE SUCH WORUS 

as ' Prameya ’ and ‘ Jneya ’ (which embrace all conceivable 
THINGS) 1 (Shlo.-Va Apoha 142-144)— (977-979) 

COMMENTARY 


* And. the like ’ — as meant to include Imitation, Addressing and the like 

There is ‘ no idea ’ — apprehension — of the ' exclusion ' — donial — of 
other tilings ; and tho reason for this lies in the fact that ‘ there is nothing 
to ho denied that could figure m tho denial’, ns pointed out above (under 
Text 974) 

In such expressions as ‘ na na-pachali devadattah ’ (‘ Devadntta is not 
non-cooking’), whore one negative is coupled with another negative, — what 
sort of Apoha could he possible ? None at all ; stico two negatives always 
imply tho affirmance 

Further, m the case of particles liko ‘cha — i e of all yvpiila adverbs, 
prefixes, prepositions, and so forth, — all which have been regarded as words ; 
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and yet thoso can have no connection with the negative, as such a combina- 
tion would not be expressive of anything at all That is to say, m the case 
of tlio word ‘ Jar when it is connected with the negative in the expression 
‘ non-jar one lias tllo notion of something else, in the shape of the Cloth , 
and henco tlio denotation of the word ‘ Jar ’ without the negative is held to 
consist in the * negation (exclusion) of tliat other thing (Cloth) ’ , in the 
caso of the pnrticlos ‘ cha ’ and the like, there is no connection with the 
negative, in such expressions as ‘ na cha ' , and what is not connected with the 
nogativo cannot be negatived (or excluded) Hence in this case no Apoha 
is possible , 1 e there must bo absence of Apoha 

Further, m the case of sentences, what is expressed by them is held 
to be of ono mixed form, like the variegated colour , consequently the 1 exclusion 
of others ’ cannot be indicated in their case , because there is no counter- 
entity known to exist in any accomplished form It'has been asserted that 
* in the case of such sentences as Ghaltra , bring the cow, the ‘ exclusion of 
others 1 is assumod to bo m parts— such as that of * non-chaitra * and the rest 
But tins would be a case of denotation of words, not of the Sentence As it is 
ono impnrfcite whole, and does not admit of such dissection Thus then 
your theory of the denotation of words does not cover all cases 

Then again, in the case oi such expressions as ‘ Na anydpohah Ananya- 
pohah ’, there is nothing apprehended as denoted, except something positive — 
Because what is understood to be denoted is not merely the form of the 
Apoha , as the double negative always expresses the positive 

The particle ' adi' (in the compound ' ananyapohashabdadau') stands 
for such synonyms as ‘ ananyavy&vrtti ', ‘ ananyavyavachchhlda ' and so forth 

Objection ‘ What is said here has already been said (under 977) in the 

words ‘ Nahashchapi north, etc , so that there is needless repetition ’ 

True But the reiteration is made with a mew to showing that the 
words of the Apohtst himself-that 1 the denotation of words consists m the 

to**™ of •-show that he ^JlTT^X^des (or 

s e " SLdTt - 

others ’ ,. and tins latter is clearly “^ej^oed to be posit^ ^ , 

TforS^Ld ttere JnotLig thefts excluded by these , as all things 
and so forth and nature If anything were assumed to 

' , «a “ "J'j „ th „ aottog » 

SS — "*» <— i "> *>» *• - 

(977-979) 

„ , . . „ nr v nf that name) it has been 

Objection — In the HStumw ^ Cognisable as consisting of the 
declared that there is ls aESU med for the purpose > So that 

Exclusion of the JTon-cogw case of these words 7 

how can our Apo/ia-theory lad to apply 
Answer — 
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TEXTS (980-981) 

“ Rather than assume the thing to be excluded, it is fa® better 

TO ASSUME THE ENTITY ITSELF — As THE IDEA OF THINGS BEING 
OF THE FORM OF COGNITIONS HAS BEEN REJECTED, WHAT 
IS DENOTED CANNOT BE ANYTHING INTERNAL (SUBJECT- 
IVE) , NOR IS IT POSSIBLE FOR ANY SUBJECTIVE 
THING TO BE ‘ EXCLUDED ’ THUS THERE CAN 
BE NO Apoha IN THE CASE OF THE WORDS IN 

question — Lastly, in the case of 

SUCH WORDS AS ‘ eva NOTHING IS 
FOUND TO BE ‘ EXCLUDED ’ — 

[Shlo.-Va. Apoha 145-146] 

—(980-981) 

COMMENTARY. 

H all that is cognisable is assumed, to be excluded as * cognisable 

then it is far better to admit the positive entity itself to be denoted by the 
word , which is what is accepted by all men That is to say, in so doing 
there would he no assumption of the Unseen, nor the denial of the Seen. 
That is why it is spoken ot as ‘ far better ’ 

Some (Buddhists) have held the view that—-' what is denoted by all 
words is only the reflection of conceptual thought, and it is this that is 
excluded, differentiated and expressed ’ 

The answer to this is— As the idea of things, etc etc That is, we have 
already rejected the idea that things are of the nature of cognitions ; and we 
have done so on the ground that Cognition is formless, while the thing has a 
form and is clearly perceived as existing in the external world , consequently 
there being no internal (subjective) form resting in Cognition, it cannot be 
right to regard any such thing as denoted by w ords 

P ® SSlWe for Miysuch subjective thing to be rejected,— for 
the saroo reason that no such thing exists 

In the case of the uords in question— t e words like 'Cognisable 

* !|’ ere a ™ Snch * ords 08 (‘ thus’), ‘ittham’ Cm tins 

L'A , d °/ rth > m tha enso °f these, nothing is found that can he * ex- 
be Eluded ^ n ° C0UntCT ' entlty m tlus caSB ’ “ tlle fo*m °f "hat oonld 

thaw “So® 11 that—' m such expressions as * na evam' (‘ not thus ’) 

“ 7 ’’ ng probablQ that cou5d he regarded ns ‘ excluded 

hero nl'o IT ”** P ° 33 ' b,e 1H tlus cnse ’ BS nlr ™dy pointed out Becnuso 
the ■evain' rim CXptCSSl0n na na,mm th <*e is negation of negation ; and 
reason that wehlT Tit V™ ’'""egat.sed— positive-form. So the same 
before becomes applicable bore also — (080-981) 

follo^IcT^rt, 1 ’ 08 T? Sefc f ° rth ns put ior " ard hy Xvartia IV, tl, the 
L Cd A. T ' ho Author proceeds to sot forth objections put forward 
- ° ° ra n S AlIis ^ Apoha [In XyuyavartiJ a on 2 2 63, pp 332-333] : 
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TEXTS (982-98S) 


“ Is.' ’HI), CAM. O] Till WORD ‘ ALL ’ StirL'a ’) V HAT IS IT THAT IS ASSUME® 

to m Tin. ‘ i \ci.nn.i> ’ i There is no such thing as the non-all , 
which coi'Li) in. rxciAnn n — Ir it be urged that ‘ one and the 
lH.vr 1 are the non-all then it comes to be the exclusion of 

Till. Ill NOTATION ITSn.r , AS THE parts WOULD BE EXCLUDED, AND 

so whole is AimiTTi D — Similarly, in regard to the denota- 
tion 01 Till. WORD OROt 1* ’ Sailtuhu ’), THE CONSTITUENTS 
W 01 LI) HI. i:\CLLDl D , AND NOTHING APART FROM TIUS IS 
ADMITJTI), III. NCI, ILL SUCH WORDS BECOME DEPRIVED OF THEIR 
NIT AN INC. — As REGARDS THE WORDS ‘TWO ’ AND THE REST, 1VHI0H 
ALSO ARE APPLIED TO ff/OII/IS, AS TltL * ONE ’ AND OTHER CONSTITU- 


I NTS UOt LI) RE EXCLUDED, THEY COULD NO LONGER BE SO APPLIC- 
ABLE — Turn AGAIN, THE DENOTATION OF THE W'ORD ‘ COW ’ IS 
SAID TO BE THE * XoN-NON-COW' ’ ,— NOW is mis positive or negative '' 
Jr IT is positive, is it THE Cow OR THE Non-cow 1 If rr is the 
Cow, TH1.N THERE IS NO DISPUTE, AS THE DENOTATION TURNS OUT TO 
BL 01 THE POSITIVE CHARACTER On THE OTHER HAND, IP IT IS 
THE non-Colo THAT IS DENOTED BY THE W'ORD * COTV THAT WOULD 
EXHIBIT A WONDLUrUL INSIGHT INTO THE MEANINGS OF WORDS 
INDEED I— Nob can it be negative, as, in that case Injunction 

AND THE 1U ST WOULD NOT BE POSSIBLE --NOR DOES ANY' ONE EVER 
COMPREHEND A negation PROM THE W'ORD Cow -(982 988) 


COMMENTARY 

Uildyotalara has argued as follows Lnnot 

words donoto the Apolia of ot wr t { d6 where there are two 

oppIy to all words , b that when one is affirmed the 

mutually exclusive ^ ^ ^ that whan the word ‘ Cow 

other is domed , os for instance, K denied But this is not 

is hoard, the Cow is afflrme _ , ., as ther0 lS 00 such thing as 

possible W the case o » wo ^ , aI1 , g ut m this case also, 

•non-atf, Wluch could ^^^Stherest ,1 that our explanation takes 
there is domal or preclusion ^ ^ rest ore the contradictories of 

m tins caso also ’ — 5.ou meo word -all 1 —But tins is not right, 

all, the non-all which are aWomn g their own meaning B 

as it involves the incongruity of * Moh as tll(5Se latter ore what 

- - “ - ” d - 
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nothing left for the word 1 all ’ to denote : and this word would thus become 
meaningless —[The word ‘ anga’ stands for part] — Similarly all collective 
words, like * group ’ and the rest, would become meaningless, if they 
were used for the exclusion of their own constituents ; as it is held that 
the group has no existence apart from the members that make up that group. 
—As for the words ‘ two ’ and the rest, they also pertain to groups {of Two, 
Three, etc ) , so that, if they denoted the exclusion of one and the rest, — aa 
these, being precluded, would not be there to make up the said groups, the 
words would become meaningless ” 

This is the argument that is indicated by the words — * They would not 
be so applicable ’ (Text 985) What is meant is that the words in question 
are accepted as applicable to groups , but they would cease to be so appli- 
cable. 

“ Further, when it is asserted that what the word ‘ Cow ’ denotes is the 
‘ Apoha of other things ’, — i e something that is ' not non-Cow — is this 
something (A) Positive or (B) Negative ? — (A) If it is Positive, is it the 
Co id or the non-Cow ? — If it is the Cow, then there is no quarrel between us — 
If it is the non-Cow that is held to be denoted by the word ‘ Cow — this 
shows a wonderful insight into the meanings of words 1 — (B) Nor can it be 
something Negative , as nothing negative can form the subject of any injunc. 
tion or comprehension thereof ; as a matter of fact, when one hears the word 
1 Cow neither the Injunction nor its comprehension pertains to anything 
merely negative ” 

This is the argument that is indicated in the words ‘ Nor can it be negative, 
etc , etc .' — ‘ Praifa ’ stands for Praiqana, Injunction ; that is, the urging of 
the hearer by the Speaker tc something , this belongs to the Speaker ; while 
‘ Comprehension ’ belongs to the hearer — The term * and the rest ’ is meant 
to include such nouns as ‘ earner ’, ' milker ’ and the hke. 

Lastly, it is by actual experience that the meaning of words is com- 
prehended , and as a matter of fact, no one ever comprehends negation from 
the word ‘ Cow ’ — (982-988) 


Further, Apoha, Exclusion, being an Action, it behoveB you to point 
out its object (i e the object excluded). That is to say, you explain ‘ Apoha ' 
as not being the non-Cow’; now is this object o! the Apoha, the Cow or 
t ie non-Cow J If it pertains to the Cow, how can there be negation of the 
ow in the Cow itself ? — If, on the other hand, it pertains to the non-Cow, 
ow can the Apoha or Exclusion of one thing (non-Cow) lead to the com- 
prehension of another thing (the Cow) ? Certainly, when the Khadira 
rce is cut, the cutting does not fall upon the Palasha tree — Further, if the 
P so the Cow is not the non-Cow ’ is explained os the negation, in the 
ow, of the non-Cow , — then you should explain who has ever conceived 

o io Cow as the non-Cow, < — which conception would be negatived by the 
smd Apoha V* 

* t ‘^ X £ uer rc ? a rds the first two alternatives as irrelevant, hence he 
so s orth the third alternative [that there is preclusion, m the Cow, of the 
non-Coto] * — 

34 



530 


TATTVASANGRAHA CHAPTER XVI 


TESTS (989-994) 


“ Why is the denotation op the word (‘ Cow ’) held to be the 
Apoha — in the form ‘ the Cow is not non-Cow ’ 2 Who has ever 

ATTRIBUTED THE CHARACTER OF THE TlOn-CoW TO THE COW'— THAT 
IT IS DENIED HERE I— IT IS HELD THAT IT IS THE ' EXCLUSION OF 

the non-Cow ' m the Cow, which forms the denotation of the 

WORD , — IS THIS HELD TO BE SOMETHING DIFFERENT FROM THE 

Cow 2 Or non-ditferent 1 — If it is different, does it abide — 
OR not ABIDE — ANYWHERE 2 If it does abide, then it becomes 
a Quality , and the word cannot be denotative of the Substance , 
—AND thus as the word ‘ Cow ’ would denote only a Quality , 

THERE WOULD BE NO CO-ORDINATION IN SUCH EXPRESSIONS A8 THE 

Cow moves ’, ‘ the Cow stands ’ — If it does not abide in any 

THING, THEN WHAT WOULD BE THE SENSE IN WHICH IT COULD BE 
MENTIONED, IOR THE PURPOSE OF eXCluStOU, BY THE TERM ‘ Agoh 
‘OF the non-Cow ’ 2 — If, lastly, the ‘Apoha’, ‘exclusion 
OF OTHERS ’ IS HELD BY YOU TO BE non-dlffermt (FROM THE Cow),— 
then it comes to be the same as Caw , WHAT more would, in 
that case, be expressed (by the term ‘ Apoha ') 2 ”-(989-994) 

COMMENTARY 


sksS 1 — ^ i— £ re isrs 

none of the * the Cow, -IS to (A) D.ftant, or 

Apolm, or BrAvmo , } ^ H , t , B different, (a) does it 

(B) Non-different— (from th ^ £ J j, lde ^ * ,_ {o) H lt does nbido 
abide (m to Cow) 1 0 ( ) j( . beoomeg a Quality , tot is, to 

in it, ton, inasmuch as the Substance, to animal, Cow , 

word ‘Cow’ denotes •*■“** ^ be n0 Buch Oo-ord.nat.on as tot 

and under to erroumstan , ^ < the Cow is moving ’.-(!>) H. 

expressed in tlie words 8 then •what is to significance of 

Jto other band, it * %‘ apoMt ■ (‘ the Apoha , f the non- 

994 ) 
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TEXTS (995-996) 

“ Is THIS Apoka ONE AND THE SAME IX CONNECTION WITH ALL THINGS 7 

Or is it several If one, then, being related to seieral 

COWS, IT WOULD BE THE SAME AS THE U Miami — 

‘ Cow ’ — If IT IS SEVERAL, THEN IT WOULD BE 
ENDLESS, — LIKE SO MANY INDIVIDUAL OB- 
JECTS Consequently, just like the 
diverse Individuals, this also 
could not be ‘ denoted ’ — 

(995-996) 

COMMENTARY 

[ Uddyolakara continues] — “ You should explain whether this Apoha is 
one and the same m regard to all tilings S Or is it different with each 
individual thing 7 If it is one and the same, and is related to several cows, 
then it is the same as the Universal ‘ Cow ’ If on the other hand, it is 
many (differing with each individual cow), then it is as endless as the mdividua 1 
objects themselves, so that no conception of it would be possible, which 
means that it cannot be denoted ” — (995-996) 


TEXTS (997-1000) 

This Apoha, ' Exclusion of other Things ’ — is it itself denoted 
OR not-dcnoted 7 Even if it is denoted, is it denoted as some- 
thing posit ne 7 Or only as the ‘ negation of other things ’ 7 
—If it is denoted as something positive, then you should 

ABANDON YOUR EXTREMIST VIEW, WHEREBY IT HAS BEEN ASSERTED 
t trt every c ase it is the exclusion of other things that is deno* 
/ ? 1Y , " ° RDS ^ F ’ 03f THE OTHER HAND, THE SAID * EXCLUSION ’ 

™ Q) . IS DES ° TED 1N raE of the • Exclusion of other 

- s , THEN SUCH A VIEW WOULD INVOLVE AN INFINITE REGRESS. 
IF THEN IT BE HELD BY YOU THAT THE SAID Apoha (EXCLUSION 

, ° THER THKGS ) ls noi denoted, then your assertion, that 
the word always brings about the exclusion OF OTHER things’ 
would become annulled ”-(997-1000) 




If ,/,?r be mentioned-, s tins Apoha denoted or not denoted ? 

of other (hm? “! ’ Or as the ‘ exclusion 

that ■ The dLt at!* T aS °° m0th,n8 pD5lt,vc - thcn «»• aii tertion 

denotation of words consists in the exclusion of other things ’ 
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is not universally true — If it is denoted as the ‘ exclusion of other things 
then that * exclusion of others ’ would itself have to he denoted as another 
‘ exclusion of other things ’ , and so on and on, there would be no end to it 
— If then the Apoha is held to be not denoted, then that would contradict the 
statement that 1 the word brings about the exclusion of what is denoted by 
other words ’ — (997-1000) 

All this has been set forth by Uddyotalara In answer to this, the 
revered Dmnaga has declared as follows — ‘In all cases, the substratum 
being the same, there is no disruption, and all that is desired is duly accom- 
plished , hence m due course, all characteristics of the ‘ Universal — such 
as one-ness, elemahty , complete subsistence tn every component — subsist in 
the Apoha itself Consequently, on account of the superiority of its excellence, 
the only theory that is right is that ‘ the denotation of words consists in 
the exclusion of other things 

In reference to this, Kumanla argues as follows, thereby summing up 
the arguments against the doctrine of Apoha 


TEXTS (1001-1002) 


-Further one-ness, elemahty and subsistence tn every individual,— 
ONE WHO WOULD ATTRIBUTE THESE TO ApohaS .WHICH ABE 

featureless, would be making Cloth without yarns _ 

From all this it follows that the element of 

‘EXCLUSION OF OTHERS’ COULD BE PRESENT 
ONLY IN THE DENOTATION OF THOSE WORDS 
WHEREIN THE NEGATIVE TERM IS PRESENT , 

]N ALL OTHER CASES THE THING ITSELF 
IS WHAT IS DENOTED ” [Skfoka- 
Varttlca- Apoha — 163-164 ] 

. — ( 1001 - 1002 ) 


COMMENTARY 


‘In those ivords alone 

expressions as ‘ abhaUyo grarmsukardh , the ta 

negative term is not present -(100!- 

1002) 

, nt w B , m order of importance. 
Having thus set forth the others, 

the Author sets forth the answer to these 
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TEXTS (1003-1004) 

All these are wrong views based epos ignorance of what is 

HEAR T BY THE ‘ Apoha, NEGATION, OF OTHER THINGS ’ — 

People who are themselves damned damn others 

ALSO — As A MATTER OF FACT, Apoha IS OF TWO KINDS 

due to difference between — (1) Paryudasa 
(Relative Negation, Contradistinction, 

Exclusion) and (2) Nisedha (Absolute 
Negation, Denial, Prohibition ) 

Paryudasa again is of two kinds 
— ( a ) Due to difference of 
Conception. (Idea), and (5) 

Due to difference of 

Concept (object) 

(1003-1004) 

COMMENTARY 

" D ue to difference, etc etc. ' , — i e. because there is F.elative Negation and 
Absolute Negation, there are two kinds of Apoha, Negation 

‘ Due to difference in Conception, etc etc i e due to difference of the 
nature of the Conception, and due to difference of the nature of the 
Concept. 01 these ' 0ie nature of Conception ’ consists in the appearance 
of cognition of several things in one comprehensive form , — and ‘ the nature 
of Concept consists in the nature of the object, as contradistinguished from 
unlike objects, i e m the form of * Specific Individuality ' ; and the two 
nds of Paryudasa are based upon difference of these two ; — such is the 
sense of the compound — (1003-1004) 

P 0lnts ou t *ko form of Negation ( Paryudasa . Exclu- 
sion) in the form of Conception— 

TEXTS (1005-1006). 

It has befn explained on a previous occasion (Text 723) that 
things like the Haritali and otheb things, though distinct from 

one -ANOTHER, BECOME THE BASIS OF UNITARY CONCEPTION On 
THE BASIS OF SUCH THINGS, THERE APPEARS A reflection IN THE 

determinate Cognition, — which reflection is definitely 
apprehended (CONCEIVED OF) AS ‘ OBJECTS ’, EVEN THOUGH 
TIre °®*ECIIVE CHARACTER IS ABSENT IN IT [AND IT 
IS THIS CONCEPTION OF THE REFLECTED IMAGE THAT 

is called 'Apoha ’] —(1005-1006) 

COJOIENTARY 

T P” ° P TCl,ou * occasion i c in the chapter on the examination of the 
under Text 723 c< ecq It lias been explained there that, — 
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many such tilings as the Haritahl and the rest, without anv oommonaltv 
among them, perform the same function of allaying fever and other diseases, 
— and exactly ui the same manner the Blacl and other Cows, even though 
different among themselves, become, by their \ ery nature, the basis of the 
unitary conception, eten without any such entity as the Commonalty or 
the Unit ersal 

* Abhayachsamuh ’, — i e like the HaritaU, etc — the similarity consisting 
in fulfilling the same purpose 

1 On the basis of such things, etc etc ' , — on the basis of consisting in objects 
like the Hantali and the rest,— brought about by the apprehension of the 
action of such causes,- — is the determinate Cognition , — -in tins cognition there 
is the reflection, — reflected image — of the objects, — -j e there nppcnri a 
reflection which is apprehended as the same as the objects , and it is to this 
appiehension that the name 1 Apoha ’ has been applied _ 

* Determinate this is an adjective qualifying ‘ cognition ’ 
ArthdtmatdbhdiS' ,— even though the character of the 'external 

object ’ is wanting 

‘ Nishchitam ’—definitely apprehended -(1005-1000) 

Question — “ Why has the name ' Apoha ’ been given to it 1 ” 

Ansner — 


TEXTS (1007— 1009^) 

m Because it appeal as * excluded ’ (distinguished) prom other 
• APPEARANCES ’,-( 2 ) BECAUSE IT IS THE BASIS (CAUSE) OF THE 
COGNITION OF A THIXe AS ‘ EXCLUDED ’ FROM OTHERS, (3) 
becTuse it is cognised through ax entity ‘excluded 
(from others),— AXD (4) BECAUSE it IS APPREHEND- 
PD IX THE rORM OF THE ‘ SPECIFIC IXDtVlPU AL1T5 
consisting ix the ‘Exclusion ’ or unlike 
things, BY persons confounded BY its 
sameness— the name ‘ Apoha , Ex- 
clusion, OF OTHERS ’ HAS BEEN 
GIVEN to it, ON THE SAID 
basis — (1007— 1009 J) 

commentary. 

The name 'Apoha' has bW " - IxXdcd ’ (distinguished) 

Firstly and conceptions, -the name 'Ag* 

from the appearances >™P“ cd > oS , t /, al ,s excluded- a P oh f t 

nt others ’ has been applied, m tl m-ounds tho name rists onlj 

indirectly (figurative^ iW the name ,s applied hcca 

of the Effect upon . eluded ’ from others ,~0> 

cause of the cognition of a thing « 5 
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through imposing the character of the Cause upon the Effect , as when the 
name is applied ' oahlistaiastu-dio.) a ’ , le ‘through’ — by means o£ — an 
‘ entity ’ which is * aslihsta ’ — 1 e ‘ excluded from others ’ ; 1 e. it proceeds 
from the apprehension of the said conception , — (4) the fourth ground lies 
m the fact that it is apprehended by persons confounded by its sameness 
w ith the * exclusion of unlike things ’ 

‘ Its sameness ’ , — 1 e the sameness of the reflection of the object m the 
conceptual thought 

* On the said basis ’ , — 1 e on the basis of the four facts, in the shape of 
its appearing as excluded from other appearances and so forth — (1007-1008) 


The following text shows theform of the Apoha m the form of the object — 


TEXT (1009) 


So ALSO, IN REGARD TO THE ‘ SPECIFIC INDIVIDUALITY ’ WHICH IS THE 
BASIS OF THE SAID ‘ EXCLUSION ’ , — ON THE GROUND THAT THERE 
IS IN IT THE * EXCLUSION ’ OF OTHERS — (1009) 


COMMENTARY. 

The words of the preceding text-—* the name Exclusion of others has been 
gii en to it on the said basis — have to be construed along with tins text also. 

The basis (for this Apoha) is pointed out — 1 On the ground, etc etc ’ , — 
that is, on the ground of the presence therein of the differentiation — 
exclusion from other — i e unlike, heterogeneous, — things , ie, because the 
exclusion of untile things is there What is meant by this is that to the 
Specific Individuality the name ‘ Apoha, Exclusion, of others ’ is applicable 
in its primary sense — (1009) 


Yhe follow mg Text points out theform of Apoha m theform of ' Negation 
Absolute ’ — ° 


TEXT (1010) 

Negation Absolute ’ we have en suck instances as * the Cow 
is not non-Cow ’ , in this the ‘ negation of the other ’ is 
VERY CLEARLY APPREHENDED — (1010) 

COMMENTARY. 

Holing thus M?t forth the nature of the three lands of ‘Apoha', the 
- uthor proceeds to connect it with the subject-matter under discussion, the 
Jknotn’wn of (i ords 
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TEXT (1011) 

It is the first or tiiese Apofm that k Ev» BPa „ 

Titn cognition brought about B y Tol ™™ W ° RDS ' SECAVSE 
external object —(1011) AMHEHENIlS ™ 


V/ A Ail i » 

described above (m Text, lOOB) 00 '^ 1 ^ 3 “ th ° Eefieetl0n of the object, as 
Tho reason for is explained 4 ftprsmep « . 

that Urba Cognition only which apprehends the external object Hence 

Vorf, Tn . r0fl ® Ct10 ' 1 0f the ExtemaI 0b J e °t. wh,ch appears directly in 
Vorbal Cognition as identical with tt, that can be rightly held to be the 
aonotafcion of tlio word — (1011) 


As regards the well-known relation of the denotative and denoted- wluch 
subsists between the word and its denotation,— ,t is none other than the 
rotation of Cause and Effect ; in fact it is of the nature of the relation of Cause 
and Effect itself. — Tins is what is shown m the following — 


TEXT (1012) 

Whek the cognition or the Reflection in that form has resulted 
fbom the Word, these has come about the relation of 
Denoted and Denotatne, in the shape of Cause 
and Effect — (1012) 

COMMENTARY 

‘ The Refaction in that form ' — is that reflection which is of the nature 
of the apprehended external object , — when the birth — appearance — of 
the cognition of that — has 'been brought about — produced, — the relation 
that lias resulted is, on. reflection, found to be that of Cause and Effect For 
instance, the Word, as bunging about the Reflection, is called ‘ denotative ’ ; 
and the Reflection, brought about by the Word, is the ‘ denoted ’ 

Thus the assertion made by the Opponent — that ‘ mere negation does 
not figure in Verbal Cognition’ (Text, 910) — is irrelevant, because mere 
negation is not regarded as the denotation of words — (1012) 

It has been shown that Apoha, in the form of ‘ Reflection being brought 
about directly by words, forms the primary denotation of words The 
Author now proceeds to show that there would be nothing incongruous in 
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d «,™hmg the other two kinds of Apoha (described under 1007-1008) as 
forming the secondary (indirect) * denotation o£ words * : 

TEXTS (1013-1015). 

The direct form (of Apoha) having been explained as above. 

Absolute Negation also is apprehended by implication,— in the 

FORM THAT THE NATURE OF THIS THING IS NOT THE NATURE 
OF THE OTHER THING.— WHEN THEBE IS CONNECTION (OF 
THE WORD) WITH CERTAIN THINGS, THERE COMES 
ABOUT, BY IMPLICATION, THE APPREHENSION OF 
‘ EXCLUDED ’ THINGS ALSO. — HENCE THIS 
ALSO IS FIGURATIVELY SPOKEN OF AS 
THE ‘ DENOTATION ’ OF THE WORD. 

—These two kinds of Verbal 
Apoha ARE NOT DIRECTLY 
SPOKEN OF AS SUCH. 

-(1013-1015) 

COMMENTARY. 

* As above ’, — as something brought about. 

Question : — “ How is Absolute Negation apprehended by implication t ” 

Answer — That the nature, etc. etc. — That is, on the basis of the fact that 
the nature of this thing — the reflection of the Cow — is not the nature of 
the other thing — the reflection of the Horse and other things. 

Having thus shown that the notion of the Apoha in the shape of Absolute 
Negation forms, on the ground of invariable concomitance, the secondary 
denotation of words, the Author proceeds to assert the same in regard to 
‘ Specific Individuality ’ also . — ‘ When there is connection, etc. etc.’ ; — the 
' connection’ of the Word with the object meant here is the indirect one of 
invariable concomitance in the shape of that of Cause and Effect ; in the follow- 
ing way : First of all there is the apprehension of the object as it stands ■ 
then the speaker’s desire to speak of it ; then the movement of his palate 
and other organs of speech ; then the utterance of the word ; in this way 
when there is this indirect connection between the word and the objects 
spoken of such as Fire and the like, — then there follows the cognition, 
through Presumption, of the object as * excluded from unlike things’. 

Thus both these kinds of Apoha, — Absolute Negation and that in the 
form excluded from others, — are figuratively spoken of os denoted, by the word. 

* 1 • — i-o the Specific Individuality ; ‘ also ’ ref ers to the Absolute 

Negation.— (1013-1015) 

As against the Revered Dinnaga, Uddyatakara has urged the following 
(in NyayavSrtiha, 2. 2. 83, pages 333-334) “ If the Apoha is not denoted 
by the word (‘ Apoha ’), then you have to explain what the word can signify 
apart from what is denotable by it 1 If that same ( Apoha itself) forms 
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tho denotation of the word ,i 

vour declaration that ‘a word’,, T T' M be mcon, P atlbI e with 

Hint it bring, about, u, , f , denotation % ° metluas wilen « found 

other word, * ns tho onlv ™ * 6 eire,lI5lon of "'hat is denoted by 


TEXT (1016) 

Whex THE Word brings about the exclusion op other things it 
is s HD TO ■ denote its own leaning ’ , and is no 
incongruity in this — (1016) 

COMMENTARY 

The Specific Individuality also is the word’s • own meaning by implica- 
tion, —a, explained before,— and « hen m its 'own meaning’ in tho shape 
of tlic Specific Individuality, the Word brings about— produces— the ‘ex- 
clusion of other tilings ’ — i e the A polio in the form of Reflection, as excluded 
(di-tmguished) from othci Reflections,— then it is said to ‘ denote ’ it And 
t heie is nothing mcongi nous m tho words of our Teacher — (1016) 

The following Tells explain this some declaration of Vmnaga’s — 


TEXTS (10 27-1018) 

The Word is said to ' denote ’, because it produces a Reflection 

OF THE CONCEPTION OP THE EXTERNAL THING , IT DOES NOT 
TOUCH THE EXCLUSIVE FACTOR IN THE SHAPE OF THE SPECIFIC 
Individuality , apart from the said production of 
the Reflection, there is no other denotative 
function of the word — (1017-1018) 


COMMENTARY 

What the revered Teacher means is as follows Of the word, there is 
no function of denoting external tilings, other than the producing of tho 
Reflection of tho Conception apprehending those thing?, because all 
entities are devoid of activity Hence when the word produces the Rcfiec- 
tion of the conception tending to the apprehension of the external thing, 
it is said that ‘it denotes its meaning’ It does not touch the exclusive 
factor, m the shape of Specific Individuality as excluded (d>stmguished) from 
like and unlike things , as this would serve no useful purpose 
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‘ Apart from, etc etc ’ , — i e apart from the producing of the said 
Reflection, there is no other denotative function of the word — (1017-1018) 

Having thus explained the nature of Apoha, the Author now proceeds 
to meet and set aside the objections urged by others. 

It lias been urged (bj Bhamaha, under Text 912) that — “if the word 
Cow ’ sen es the onlv purpose of excluding other things, then please point 
out some other v> ord w Inch would produce the notion of Cow m the Com ” 

This is answered m the following — 

TEXT (1019) 

It is only when the Reflection has been cognised that there 

FOLLOWS THE ‘ EXCLUSION OF OTHER THINGS BY IMPLICA- 
TION , BECAUSE THE IDEA OF ‘ OTHERS ’ DOES NOT 

form part of the Reflection at 
tLL —(1019) 

COMMENTARY 

It is the idea of the Cow itself which is produced by the word , as regards 
the ‘ exclusion of others \ that is understood only by implication,— and 
from the word itself , because the Reflection of the Cow is free from the 
touch of any other appearance (or reflection) If it were not so, then, it 
would never he apprehended m its specific form That, is why, for the 
bringing about of the idea of the Cow, another word is not sought after , 

because the said idea of the Cow is produced by the word ' Cow ’ itself. 

(1019) 

It lias been urged (under 913 above) that— “words have their fruits 
m Cognitions, and any one word cannot have two fruits, etc etc.” 

The answer to tlus is as follows 


TEXT (1020). 

As IN the CASE OF THE SENTENCE SPEAKING OF * NOT EATING AT NIGHT 
THE WORD IN QUESTION HAS TWO FRUITS (RESULTANTS), — ONE 
DIRECT AND THE OTHER BY IJIPLICATION ; AND IT IS SO 
BECAUSE THERE IS NO AFFIRMATION ENTIRELY 
WITHOUT NEGATION —(1020) 


COMMENTARY. 

, , In „ <l10 , cne ° of tlle sentence ‘ Fot Dcvadatla does not eat during tho 

n . • meatun 8 consists of the denial of ‘eating during the day’, 

’ m P 1,0d "waning consists of tho affirmation of ‘ eatmg during the 
B ’ m the ° nme mnn "cr, m the c^e of the word ‘ Cow which is affirma. 
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tive (positive) in character, the idea o{ affirmation is the direct resultant 
and tho idea of negation is the indirect resultant due to implication 

The roason for tins is stated — ‘ And zt is because, etc etc ’ , — because 
there is no affirmation without negation , in fact, affirmation is always con- 
comitant with the negation of the unlike ; as there can be nothing which is 
not excluded (differentiated) from things unlike itself 

Thus thoro is nothing incongruous in a single word having two 
resultants, — ( 1020) 

Question . — “ Wliy is it so ? ” 

Answer — 

TEXT (1021) 

Because the Word does not directly bring about both these, — 

(1) THE IDEA OF ITS OWN DENOTATION, AND (2) THE EXCLUSION 
OF ANOTHER THING — (1021) 


COMMENTARY 

There would be incongruity if it were held that both the resultants 
affirmation as well as negat.on-are brought about by the word at the same 
time , when however, the view is that,-as in the case of ‘ not eating during 
tho day only one is brought about directly, while the other is got at only 

bv implication, — then there is no incongruity 

As for the argument (urged in 914 ) that-“on hearing the word cow 
uttered the first idea that one should obtain would be that of the non- 

xzzz ■* * 

implication — (1021) 

cow as denoted by the word, have admitted the positive entity . 

‘ Cow ’ to be so denoted ” 

This is answered in the following 


TEXT (1022) 

The Universal ‘ Cow also is iTcmros to all 

^ ’ nTZ vaneP and the RBST-d022) 

COMMENTARY 

‘ 13 , superimposed upon, reflected m, the 

‘Of the same land that is, v 
Cognition, as something external 
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The reason for this view is nest stated — ■ Inasmuch as, etc etc , 
all cows, variegated and the rest, are apprehended as ‘ Cow ‘ Cow ’, as 
of common form ; and it is on this account that this is called 1 Commonalty ’ 
or * Universal ’ — (1022) 

As regards its externality, that also is spoken of as such only by persons 
under illusion ; it is not real —This is what is shown m the following — 


TEXT (1023) 

Because it is cognised as a positive 1 entity ’, therefore it is 

CARDED A ' POSITIVE ENTITY ’ , — THIS MISTAKEN COGNITION IS 
PRODUCED QUICKLY FROM ITS SEED — (1023) 

COMMENTARY. 

Objection : — “ If in any case, there were a positive entity m the shape of 
the Commonalty based upon an external object actually apprehended, then 
it might be possible to have an illusion of the Commonalty based upon 
similarity ; when however, there is no real primary * Commonalty ’ (according 
to the Buddhist), the said illusion of commonalty is not possible for you ” 

Answer : — •* This mistaken cognition, etc etc ' — ‘ Quality ’ , — i e. the 
cognition m question appears, independently of the perception of any real 
Commonalty, — through some internet aberration, — like the conception of 
' two moons ’ ; all illusions do not really proceed from the perception of 
similarity , they appear through mental aberration also Hence there is no 
incongruity in our view — (1023) 

The following Text proceeds to show that our view is not open to the 
charge of ‘ futility ’ — of having a Probandum that is already proved : — 

TEXT (1024) . 

That same ‘ form of the cognition ’ called the ‘ Apoha is the 

‘ DENOTATION OF THE WORD ’, — ALSO (REGARDED AS) A * POSITIVE 
ENTITY ’, IN THE FORM OF THE ‘ COMMONALTY ’ , ON 
ACCOUNT OF ITS BEING APPREHENDED AS SUCH, 

THROUGH MISTAKE — (1024) 

COMMENTARY. 

The ‘ form of the Cognition ’ described above, as imposed upon it as 
something external is called ‘ Apoha ’, — which is the * denotation of the 
word * , and it is spoken of as an external thing, in the shape of the 
Com mtmalty (or Universal) 

The ron=on for this is stated — 1 On account, etc etc 1 ,. — i e. because it is 
apprehended in the form of the Commonalty, and m the form of a positive 
entity. 
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The reason for its being called ‘the denotation of the word’ and tin 

‘Apoha’ has already been explained abo\e, under Texts 1017 and 1007 

(1024) 

Qiteshon — “ \\ lierefore is not that a real Commonalty (Universal) * ” 
Ansiuei — 


TEXT (J025) 

It is not right to regard its character of Universal entity, as real , 

BEING NON- DIFFERENT FROM THE COGNITION, HOW COULD IT 


APPERTAIN TO ANOTHER THING 


-(1025) 


COMMENTARY 

In reahtj, the Apoha is not anything entirely different from the 
Cognition , how then could it appertain to another thing, — by virtue ol which 
appertenence, it could be the ‘ commonalty ’ of soioral things ’ It has boon 
declared above — ‘ Mow can v hat is non different from the Cognition appertain 
to another thing » ’ 

For this same reason, our reasoning is not open to the charge ot being 
‘ redundant ’ (seeking to prove what is already admitted) , because you do 
not admit the Universal named ‘ Cow ’ to be of the form of Cognition and 
not of the form of an entity , on the other hand, yon postulate the Universal 
< Cow ’ as a real entity embracing all cows— variegated and tlio rest Hence 
our reasoning is not * redundant 1 

It has been urged (under 919) that~“ H mere negation bo assumed to 
be the denotation of words, tins would be only the void expressed 
differently ” As no such assumption is made b, us, it docs not affect our 

position — (1025) 

It lias been urged (under 920, by Rumania) that-" There would be 
apprehension therein of part of the cogmt.on of the Horse itself, etc 

The answer to this is as follows — 


TEXT (1026) 

nF < Awoha ’ IS NOT DIFFERENT FKOVt THE FORM OF 
TK> ”“ *»•*' * *«*=»“ 

™* -(MW 


COMMENTARY 


This is easily understood —(1020) 


This is easily »«*>«««“ ' * 

» has b 7 ApoL is ,,elcs- ». 

of words is independent of __ 

The answer to this is ns 
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TEXT (1027) 

It is sot entirely isdepesdest op the object, inasmuch as the 

NOTION OF THAT COMES IN INDIRECTLY AND YET IN THAT 
FORM, THE CHARACTER OF POSITIVE ENTITY 
DOES NOT BELONG TO IT, AS EXPLAINED 
BEFORE — (1027) 

COMMENTARY 

Tliore is an indirect concomitance with the object ; hence, even though 
the conception is primarily mistaken and illusory, — yet it is not entirely in- 
dependent of the external object , just ns the idea of * jewel ’ in the bright- 
ness of the jewel (though wrong, is not independent of the jewel) Hence 
‘ independence of the external object ’ is something not admitted by us 

As regards the argument (urged in Text 922, by Rumania) that — “ the 
cognition that is produced in regard to the denotation of words is in the 
form of the positive entity”, — the answer is given m.the words — ‘ and yet 
in that form, etc etc — that is, even though the cognition is m the form of 
the positive ontity, yet, the positive character that belongs to it is not m 
the form of something external, nor in the form of another cognition , as has 
been explained under Text 1014 — This also sets aside the view that ‘ the 
Apoha of other Cognitions ’ is not apprehended by a Cognition , because it 
is actually apprehended indirectly, by implication — (1027) 

It lias been urged (under 923, by Kumarila) that — “ Even in the absence 
of the external thing, just as there is Intuition denoted by the Sentence so 
would it be m the case of the word also ” 

This is answ ered in the following — 


TEXT (1028) 

That Apoha which is in the form of Reflection, and which also 
is called ‘ Intuition ’, is produced by the word also , 

AND WE READILY REGARD THIS AS THE 
DENOTATION OF WORDS — (I02S) 


COMMENTARY. 

Wo have described the meaning of the Sentence as of the form of 
Reflection, named 'Intuition’ , so also is the meaning of tlio word described 
Because by the TUord also, what is produced is the Apoha in the form of 
Reflection , =o that for us the Apoha in the form of the Reflection is held to 
be the denotation of the Word also, not only of the Sentence This is whnt is 
meant bj the term ' also Thus there being no difiercnce of opinion between 
us the complaint against us is net right — (102S) 
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It has been argued (under 924, b y Rumania) that— “ the exclusion of one 
Cognition from another is not apprehended ” 

The answer to this is as follows . — 


TEXT (1029) 

OWING TO THE FACT OF ITS NOT BEARING ART FACTOR APART FROM THE 
APPEARANCE OF ITS OWN FORM, ITS * EXCLUSION FROM ANOTHER 
COGNITION ’ BECOMES DULY APPREHENDED —(1029) 

COMMENTARY. 

It is because the Cognition does not hear within itself any factor apart 
from the manifestation of its own form, that— on account of its being restricted 
within, its own form,— the exclusion of one cognition from another becomes 
apprehended ; otherwise, if the Cognition bore the form of another, how 
could it be apprehended as excluded from that another I 

i For that reason ’ — i e because it does not apprehend any iorm other 
than its own. — (1029) 


It has been argued (under 925, by Rumania) that— “Words that are 
denotative of diverse Umveisals and those that are denotative ol Particulars 

would all be synonyms ”. 

This Is answered as follows — 


TEXT (1030) 

Tn the case of what does not exist, ant difference that mat be 

TERENCE-, AND HENCE THE WORDS WOULD CERTAINLY 
WE SYNONYMOUS — (1030) 


COMMENTARY. 

. r „w has no form , end hence it is said that tliorc 
Apoha, being featureless, . 1arl „ lt is said that there is no 
, s no difference among ^ no real]y non-difTerent thing, 

ctrsr- r— — — — - -* 

us ’—(1030) 

, . piearlv in the following— 

Tins same idea is explamed more cleans 
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TEXT (1031) 

* Nox -differed ce ’ CONSISTS rs being of the same foi m , how can 
THIS BE THEBE IK WHAT ABE formless * WORDS BECOME 
SYNONYMS ONLY WHEN WHAT IS DENOTED BY THEM 
IS ONE AND THE SAME — (1031) 

COMMENTARY 

Question . — “ If there is no one form m formless things, w hv should 
words not he synonymous ’ ” 

Answer — 1 TFonfs become synonyms, etc etc ' — (1031) 

The following might be urged — “ If among formless tlungs, there cannot 
be presence of the same form, in reality, — even so it would be there in 
imaginary form , and on the basis of that the incongruity of all words 
being synonymous can be rightly urged 
Answer — 


TEXT (1032) 

Just as, even in the absence of form, there is imaginary unity 
(uniformity), — rs the same manner, difference also could 

BE IMAGINARY , WHENCE THEN COULD THE 

words be synonymous i — (1032) 

COMMENTARY. 

n risen ^ !C a ^ scnce °/ form ’ — i e m the absence of any characteristic features. 

Question “ If that is so, then how is there any such notion among 
people that these word3 are synonymous, and those others are not 
synonymous } " 

Answer ■ — 


TEXT (1033) 


In REALITY, WORDS ARE NEITHER SYNONYMOUS NOR XOT-SYXOXYMOUS , 
AS IT HAS BEEN EXPLAINED THAT WHAT IS DENOTED BY THEM 
is NEITHER one and the same nor diverse —(1033) 


COMMENTARY. 

R nhat is denoted by words were really difierent or non-difierent, then 
they could be cither synonymous or not-synonvmous As a matter of 

Z 'rTrT’ ? 'r" bCCn C ' Cplau,ed nbovo (under Text, 871) that neither 
'! . Indi\ iduahty, nor the Universal, nor what is possessed of tlio 
Universal, can he really denoted by words — (1033) 

33 
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“ Hon than is there the restriction regarding n ords being sj nonymous 
and not-synonymous t ” 

Answei — 

TEXT (1034) 

But 'WHENEVER 3IORE THAN ONE THING IS SEEN TO BE PERFORMING 
ONE AND THE SAME FUNCTION, THE PROPERTY OF ' ONENESS ’ 

IS IMPOSED ON THEM AND THE SAME WORD IS 
APPLIED TO THEM — (1034) 


COMMENTARY 

Even without there being any Commonalty (or Universal), tlui e is restric- 
tion regarding the application of a common woi d to a number of things and 
the basil, of such application lies in the fact of several tilings performing the 
same { nutful function By then vei y nature, some tilings, even though many, 
perform the same fruitful function , and for the purpose of expressing the 
fact of their performing the same fruitful funotion, people speaking of them,— 
for the sake of brevity— impose upon them a common form, and apply to 
them a common name For instance, when the various thmgs-Crfom, 
etc' — are found to perform the same function of containing Honey, Water 
and other tilings,— the name ‘ Jar ’ is applied to them (1 ) 

Question -“Without a single comprehensive (all embracing) factor, 
hou con a single word be rightly applied to several things 

Answer — 


TEXT (1035) 

K M . o, - ^ ™ :r 

-ss sestet-” * — »». 

EVEN WITHOUT A COMPREHENSIVE (COMMON) 

ELE5IENT (K THE SAME MANNER WOULD IT 
BE IN other oases also] — (1035) 

COMMENTARY 

upon the wlnm (of P^P^) le egeot of Colour cognition , if some 

Mmd, all tend to bring •*"**«* there be.ng a common element,- 
Q „e through sheer whim,— even witn _ wo uld there bo any ono to 

H to 4* a smgle word l-J* ^ tho Eye — J-J 

ra-nvent him from domg so 1 Among , fe productive of visual 

» <■— » “ V™* «- ™““ 

‘ W— «r ' 0 " b ,‘ S ,*„» of l"'" 11 ” ' 

■ bttzzz s- » r » v— - — 
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because the Universal cannot belong to a Utmeisal, and in Inherence also 
there cannot be a second Inherence — (1035) 

Sots the Opponent — “How can the Jm and such things be spoken 
of as perfoi mmg the same f 'met ion — when, their actions, m the shape ot holding 
water and the rest, — as also the Cognitions apprehending them, — d.ffer 
from one another, on the ground of the difference among their Specific 
Individualities ’ ’ ” 

•dustier — 


TEXTS (1036-1037) 

Though the action of the Jar and other things, in the shape of 

HOLDING WATER, ETC , — AND ALSO THE COGNITION OF THOSE 
THINGS — IRE DIFFERENT (DIVERSE). — NET, AS IT FORMS 
THE BASIS OF A SINGLE (COMPREHENSIVE) CONCEPTION, 

the Cognition is said to be one only , and 
as this Cognition forms the basis, the 

THINGS ALSO ARE SPOKEN OF AS NOT- 

diverse (one) — (1036-1037) 


COMMEXTABY 


E\en though the effects differ on account of, the difference in their 
‘Specific Individualities yet, the effect m the form of Cognition,- 
inasmuch as it serves as the basis of the single comprehensive conception, 
—is spoken of as one , and on account of this one Cognition being the basis! 
the tilings, m the shape of the Holding of Honey, Water, etc , and m the 
shape of the individual Jar, etc , — also are spoken of as one.— This is what is 
meant by the text — ‘ And as this cognition, etc etc ' 

The previous singular form * uehyato ’ has, in construing, to be changed 
into the plural form ‘ uchyante ’ 

The particle ‘ api ’ is to be construed after ‘ arthuh 

In the way shown, it is quite reasonable to regard these as ‘ performing 
two sanv? fruitful function ° 


Objection — " But in tins way there would bo mfimte regress The said 
.Uinception also would be diverse on account of the diversity of the Specific 
Individualizes . so that that also could not bo accepted ns one, hence for 
>J> U “ K t l0 0,lene53 o£ ^at, it would bo necessary to postulate a further 
comprehend o conception, and so on and on, there would bo an mfimte 
gre« ..0 that there being no single effect cr action, it would not be 
po~inie to apply a single name to several tilings ” 

isnofn ‘ S ‘, 10 “ S ° 5 the onene=s o£ llle comprehensive conception 
the fact Of t0 th , e P crform[m0B o£ 11 sm e le function , it is based upon 
infinite apprehending the same tlnng So that there Will be no 

nature , BeCausc n!1 comprehensive conceptions by their very 

eiws toTt^s T ond T e snme Vt Tha mcRn,DE oS tlus tllcref °™ 

o t* tlus —Inasmuch os it is the basis of one uniform comprehensive 
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conception, the effect in the shape of Cognition is spoken of as one , and 
because of its being the bas,s again, the thmgs-Jar, etc -also come to be 
spoken of ns ' one ’ (103G-1037) 

.Thus then, even without a positive entity in the shape of the * Universal 
the ivords Jar , otc come to be the common denotative of several tilings 
Tins is the conclusion asserted m the following — 


TEXT (1038) 

Or THESE, WORDS LIKE ‘ Jar ’ HAVE BEEN SAID TO BE COMMON DENOTA- 
TIVES, ON THE SINGE® BASIS OF THE ReFLECITON DISTINGUISHED 
(EXCEEDED) FROM UR LIKE THINGS ’ — (1038) 

COMMENTARY 

Tho following text shows that even with regard to one and the same 
tlnng, — even without a positive ‘ Universal ’ or ’ Particular — there is 
application of several words independently of one another — 


TEXT (1039) 

Similarly, when performing several fruitful functions, even a 
SINGLE THING IS SPOKEN OF AS IF IT WERE MANY, — BY VIRTUE OF 
THE MULTIPLICITY OF THE EXCLUSIONS OF THINGS NOT 
PERFORMING THOSE FUNCTIONS -—(1039) 


COMMENTARY 

Sometimes, even while only one, by its nature, a thing comes to perform 
several functions, through the intervention of other accessories, 
cases, even without any diverse elements m the shape of P D8 f " 
ties and the like, several characters are imposed upon it on account of th 
multiplicity of ‘exclusions’ of things not performing those fa" 3 ’ 
ns a consequence of this, several words come to be applied 

thing* — (1039) 

An example of this is cited in the following— 

TEXT (2040). 

~.ssr-J5r£zr~ - '“^r “ 

effort- and also as ‘auditory- or ‘audible (1040) 

COMMENTARY 

Colour is spoken of a, an ‘ obstacle ’ writoV* 

because it serves ro ouu 6 
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A second example is cited — ‘ And Sound, etc etc.’ , — even though 
sound is a single entity, yet, on being the resultant of the cognition following 
upon effort (of the speaker), it is spoken of as ‘ Cognised ' ; and as the resultant 
of auditory perception, it is spoken of as ‘ auditory ’ , ‘ shraiana ’ stands for 
‘ shrill' ’, audition, 1 e Audit or v Perception ; and what appears therein is 
‘ auditory ’ Or the term ‘ sliravana ’ may be explained as 1 perceived 
by the auditor} organ ’ — (1040) 

It has thus been slioun that several words are applied to a thing winch, 
as performing a single function, is one only It is now shown that m some 
cases, words ate applied even on the basis of the diversity of other causes — 


TEXT (1041) 

Ts SOME CASES, THE WORD IS APPLIED, ALSO ON THE BASIS OF THE 
DIVERSITY OF OTHER Causes , E G SOUND ARISING FROM EFFORT, 

and the Honey produced by the large bees — (1041) 
COMMENTARY 

* Produced by the targe bees as distinguished from that produced by the 
smaller bees — (1041) 


Thus it has been shown that diverse words are applied to the some tlung, 
on the basis of the multiphcitv of effects (function) and c ..uses The following 
Text, is going to show that diverse words are applied to the same tiling, even 
without a commonalt}, where there is desire to express only the exclusion 
of its effect and cause — 


TEXT (1042) 

In SOME CASES, THE WORD IS APPLIED ON THE BASIS OF THE EXCLUSION 
OF THE EFFECT AND CAUSE OF THE THING , AS FOR EXAMPLE, 
Colour is sroKEX of as ‘ inaudible or Lightning is 
SPOKEN OF AS ‘ NOT PRODUCED BY EFFORT ’ — (1042) 


COMMENTARY 

The term 'Karyahetu' stands for the tlnngs of which the previously- 
mentioned factors are the Effect and Cause ,— the ‘ Vishlesa ’ of these is 
their exclusion (denial) 

“ What are the u ords like tins ’ ” 

mn etc. etc ’ Colour is spoken of ns ‘ inaudible’, when what is 

! s , ra 'h' s, °n of Sound which is the effect of Auditory Perception , 

. ° r !'’ C ! ,ur P°* E ‘ of excluding things produced bi effort the term 

[ roduced by effort ’ is applied to Lightning — (1042) 

m thf"lw1 g .‘ I r^ SpIflmed thn '' CVC " m tto nb,ence ° f positive entity 
the i, J? ° ; n Comnura nlt\ • ^ ords are applied with distinction merely on 
0[ 'J crclus,m < tf>e Author proceeds to show tlint there is no possibility 
ttcruifv of oil worcl-* becoming synonymous — 
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TEKTR ( 1043 - 10 U) 


T)ii Tf> ill i niti ami oti'i n dixunetioxs, 'inclusions' are 
■•'PH I nip on Tin lusts oi run i rextiatld things, and so 
M' ii Afi tki v. nuns is ai-’t.ii n to those things Tuns 
wntilis'. AS DIMlTili DISTINCT THINGS IN’ ACCORDANCE 

mm iViMrvnoN, ari appufo with due 

till 1 1 M STI Wins IM) IS seen THEY ARE 
vii si sos t, mods i.snrn oujt vieii 


— (ioa-ioj4) 


COMMENTARY 


ri M . term 1 lilh'r ' — includes word* expreesno of different ages — such as 
* flutcl * »nd the litas— and aha mcli words ns ‘ navratmya (‘absence ol 
I, old nr 1 fratllreles.nci..’) 

‘On Ifr Invi of thJJr'nUiatrd things’ —i c exclusions, of "Inch the 
Inn > rulin' ts in things differentiated from one another 
* Sn '— n*,m mted with * eschision 

- .Ijmfird to those things’,— ip applied to fho 'exclnded (in 
differentiated) things -Beem.se, md.rceth, they are the cause of the appre- 
hwinn of the said denotation of the word 
■ Shrntw/fth ’ — Words — (104.1 1044) 


The follow mg might he urged -" The words mav not be sj-nonymeus - 
heemt e » diat.net ion H assumed m the things , but how can there he the 
difference between words denoting Urns ersals and those denoting Particulars, 
unless there u ro T/nnermfx and Particulars 7 
.•lii'ierr — 

TEXT ( 10 io) 

Non i, there any incongruity in Univeksals and P ™“ Em ° 
denoted by words, as appertaining to larger and mum 

NUMBER or THINGS, -ON THE BASIS OE ™ 

OF THE RELEVANT CONVENTION -( 1045 ) 


COMMENTARY 

, nrd • Tree ’ brings about the ‘ Reflection * inferred 

Ror example, the word Tr £ , __ m regard t0 a U trees — the 

m the shape of the ' Exclusion oi - tamlng to a larger 

Dha to, KMira, W** ***?£££% m word « spoken of as the 
number of things, what hand, m the case of the word 

• Unix crsal ’ (Oommonalt}’) -On and othe r trees’, which brings 

* mam \ there is * ^ "s.o.i of thejx zMm-a ^ on , y) , hence 

about the conception ^^J^cular • -(1045) 

.hat maenotedhvitiss id to. ^ ^ ^ — ^ 

In regard to what has been assertea 

the BaurH/in). the Author saj-s - 
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TEXT (1046) 

The said ‘ exclusions ’ of things, created by mere assumption, 

CANNOT REALLY DIFFER, THROUGH DIFFERENCE IN THE 
‘EXCLUDED THINGS , OR THROUGH THAT IN THE 
SUBSTRATUM — (1046) 

COMMENTARY 

If the diversity in the Apoha were held (by us) to be real and based upon 
the diversity of ‘excluded things’, or upon the diversity of the ‘substratum 
— then the objection urged would have been applicable As a matter of 
fact, however, the * Exclusions ’ are not real, but assumed on the basis of the 
diversity among like add unlike tilings — (1046) 

The following Text shows that the said exclusions appear as distinct 
tilings, only on account of the said assumption, — not m reality • — 

TEXT (1047) 

The externality that is attributed to these exclusions is only 

ASSUMED (IMAGINARY), NOT REAL Is REALITY DIFFERENCE 
AND NON-DIFFERENCE SUBSIST ONLY IN REAL 
THINGS —(1047) 

COMMENTARY 

Question — “ Why is it not real ? ” 

Answer - — ‘ In reality, etc etc — (1047) 

The following Texts proceed to show that in reality it is the assumptions 
(assumed conceptions) only that differ among themselves * — 


TEXTS (1048-1049) 

Meat differ among themselves are the conceptual contents 

APPREHENDING THF, SAID EXCLUSIONS , — AND THOSE DIFFERENCES 
ARE DUE TO THF. INFLUENCE OF THEIR ROOT, THE THING AS 
DIFFERENTIATED FROM SEVERAL THINGS, AND CON- 
VENTION Things, consisting of ‘ specific 
Individualities ’ do not become either 

UNIFIED OR DIVERSIFIED IN PARTS IT 
IS ONLY THE CONCEPTUAL CONTENT 

THAT VARIES —(1048-1049) 


COMMENTARY 

, Thar I!o0 ' ’~ m thp silt, pc of Wind and other Humouis, and the 
ihm , COntepU,n ' 0,ou e ht the thing as differentiated from set oral 
ihit the r nd f C l °' uentlQn ’-‘t " doe to the ‘ influence ’-force— of these 
Conecp ual Contents, apprehending the thing as excluded from several 
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unlike tilings, become diversified , it is not the things that, are diversified 
5 or instance, the Dhaia and other trees do not become unified m tho form 
of the Universal * Tree ’ , nor do they become di\ ersified, m parts in the 
form of the momentary individual trees , nil that, vanes is the conceptual 
content Tins has been thus declared — ' Tilings bv themselves do not 
become either aggregated or dneisified, in reality > that their form is one 
or many is due to the fluctuations of the Cognition ’ — (1048-1049) 

It has been argued above (under Text 932) that — “ No one can bo able to 
conceive, in regard to the Coiv, the unknown similarity in tlio object of 
Apoha, etc etc ” 

The ansu er to tins is as follow s — 


TEXT (1050) 

Eves’ though there is no common property, yet what an cad tided 

AND WHAT ARE CONTAINED IN THE Exclusion ARE APPREHENDED 
AS DIFFERENT, BY REASON OF THEIR APPEARING AS 
DIVERSE IN THE SUBSEQUENT DETERMINATE 
JUDGMENT — (1050) 


COMMENTARY 

cluaon a V^ a e ^, the n Van^ated° an^'otter Col' s'” tWaro so spoko.i of as 
the ‘ exclusion of the non Cow ’ pertains to thorn b 

Thus, though them is no concomitance of any - jrj- 
that bring about the determinate ju lulo those that bring 

regarded ns having their similarity wo ' regarded n« other- 

about the determinate judgment of diverse "8 

W1SC (, e as having their s.m.lantv unknown) -(10o0> 

, . , >1 Tn t i. e (iljocnce of some one Commonalty, 

— *■**■■* b ™ 

diverse 1 ’’ 

The answer to this is as follows 

TEXT (1051) 

It would ». OSLO- » m “raum™' 1 ' 

by us — (*031) 


COMMENTARY ^ ^ , 

It has been explained » " C ° m '’ *" 

that the main (Amalaki and other In* 
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perform a single fruitful action , m the same way, it would be only a few 
things that would bring about the single determinate judgment and yet 
be many and diverse -—(1051) 

It has been argued (under Text 934, by Rumania) that — “ Words and 
Inferential Indicatives do not apply to what is devoid of concomitance, 
etc etc ” 

The answer to this is as follows — 

TEXT (1052) 

The ‘ Specific Individuality ’ consists of the Thing-by-itself, as 

‘ EXCLUDED FEOM WH AT IS NOT ITSELF ' — AN ASSERTION OF 
CONCOMITANCE CAREFULLY MADE IN THIS FORM WOULD 
NOT BE INCONGRUOUS — (1052) 

COMMENTARY. 

Even though there is no entity in the shape of the Commonalty 
(Universal), yet, if an assertion of concomitance is made in regard to mere 

‘ Specific Individuahtv ’ as excluded (differentiated) from unlike things, 

that would not he incompatible (w ith our new ) — { 1 052) 

Question — “ Why so ? ” 

-Answer — 


TEXTS (1053-1054) 

That wherein subsists the Specific Individuality ( Smoke. ) dif- 
ferentiated from Non-smoke, — -m that same subsists also the 
Specific Individuality {Fire) differentiated from Non- 
fire , AS IN THE Kitchen , AND HEREIN (IN THE HlLL) 

there is the Specific Individuality differentiated 
from Non-smoke hence the Specific Indivi- 
duality differentiated from Non-fire also 
must be there —(1053-1054) 


W-U-UKiNTARY 

That ’—i o that place 

— subsists tb e Specific Individuality distinguished from non- 

(I’roban'lm f J rOp0 ‘; ,t,on asserts th « Presence of the Inferential Indicative 
( > m the ^'hjeet of the Inference (Hill) 

about Iwthe Prem' S e'r nS " !rt0 ** C0en,tl0n « Coneta ™“> hr °«gbt 

mavt: IrrST. 1 - «* Inferential Process 

Indmdual,t.es-(I 053 10 5 “f conco "»t™<* m connection with Spccfic 
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The above is an example of the Inference where the Probate, 15 the 
effect of the Probandum The following texts cite an example of the Prolnn* 
in the form of the nature of things — 


«• TEXTS (1055-1050) 

The Specific Individuality that is different! ateu from 'Man’s 
Horns ’ and other non-existent things is also differen- 
tiated from Permanent things, — just as the Cognition 
the Lamp-flame, etc are —the SpEOino Individuality 
of Sound, etc is not a non-existent thing — lx 

THIS WAY THERE CAN BE THE ASSERTION OF 
CONCOMITANCE THROUGH DIFFERENCES AS 
INDICATED — (1055-1056) 


COMMENTARY 

That Specific Individuality which 1 = differentiated from the non existent, 
because it is not non-existent,— i« also differentiated from Permanent Things, 
—as we find in the ease of Cognition, Lamp-flame nnd such things 

The necessary concomitance can bo asserted in this wa;,-— without 
touching upon any particular, , and there would be nothing incongruous m 

^ Th0 concomitance shown here is in regard to the Protons ' because it 
exists’ (the inference being m the form-' The Specific Xndixidunlitx Of 
Sounds, etc is differentiated from Permanent Things, because it «.«f*-hlte 
Cognition, Lamp-flame, etc (1055-10 j6) 

then how is there Inference in regard to things p 
the ‘ Universal , ” 

Answer — 

TEXT (1057) 

The SMOira I™™"” ™ ”rC m- 

STITUTING THE 

NOTHING RISE AS NOTHING Et-SF IS 

ACCEPTABLE — (1057) 


COMMENTARY 
That same Specific ‘ O 

meant to bo emphasised, -non 

already explained 


distinctive feature'- no n "’ 
Cominnnnltv ! ^ |IV ' '* 
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Tlie term ' SSmanyalaLsana ’ means that which is indicated 
common character,— not taking mto account the distinctive characters 

• Nothing "he m the shape of the ‘ Universal ’ as postulated by the 
other philosophers As such ‘Universal’ cannot be acceptable to the 

BUdd nus has been thus declared— ‘As it is apprehended through its own 
form as veil as through another, its object has been held to be two-fold , 
and again—' ' Inasmuch as it is based upon the Thing— by— itself as dif- 
ferentiated from things not of that form, the Indicative of the absence of 
diversity has been declared to appertain to the Commonalty . 

For this reason, the concomitance also, of the Inferential Indicative 
and the Word, is declared to pertain to the Specific Individuality itself. 

Thus we'conclude that there is no Inferential Indicative m support of 
the concl usion contrary to ours,— not merely from the fact that no such 
Indicative is actually perceived, — but because there is non-apprehension of 
a particular kind — (1057) 


It has been argued above (under Text, 938, by Kumanla) that - The 
■difference from the Vai legated Cow is equally present in the Black Cow and m 
the Horse, etc etc ” 

The answer to this is as follows — 


TEXT (1058) 

The difference from the Variegated Cow being equally present in 
THE Black Cow AND THE HORSE, WHY IS IT THAT THE UNIVER- 
SAL ‘Cow’, as differentiated from the Horse, 

SUBSISTS IN THAT 1 — (1058) 

COMMENTARY 

It behoves you to say — when the Horse is equally different from the 
Variegated Cow and the Black Cow, — how it is that the Universal * Cow ’, 
ns differentiated from the Horse, subsists in the Variegated and other Cows, 
and not in the Horse ? — (1058) 

The reply to this may be as follows • — ” What is there to be said here 1 
It is clear that it is only the Vanegated and other Cows — and not the Horse — 
that are capablo of manifesting the Universal ‘ Cow ’ j hence the said 
Universal subsists in the Cows, not in other things Nor will it bo right to 
urge the question — ’ w hy the Variegated and other Cows alone have the 
capacity to manifest the said Universal ’. Beeauso such restriction is duo 
to the icty nature of thmgs ; and there con bo no complaint against the 
nature of things ; as nil such restrictions arc due to the scries of causes tliat 
hu\o brought about the things ” 

Tho answer to tlus is ns follow s . — 
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TEXT (1050) 

If it be held that ‘ twit „ 

—then, EVEN THOUGH the" err $ ^ ° A ™ ITy T0 MANIFEST IT ' 

* r 7 ™ 0H THE Sfflss «'» Mrawnwra judg- 

LI SAME ' XEAI ALOra EAS THE <™y 

to PRODUCE IT, and not thb Horse— (1059) 
COMMENTARY 
6 the I ,flrtIcu!ar Universal ‘ Cow ’ 

If tilth™ ’Tl 6 tha Vanegated and otter Oows, not the Horn 1 

monaltv the ! T When tWe 18 dlverait * Bnd “«» -* «« Com- 

Z !! ? Va ™ gated and other Oom alone, — not the W-would have 

capoei y to nng about the determinate judgment, even though this 
judgment would be the same This view of oure also wouJd not be 
incompatible —(1050) 


Question — “ What is the upshot of all this f ” 
Answer — 


TEXT (1060) 

Thus then, in whatever thing the said determinate judgment is 

PRESENT, — TO THAT THE ‘ EXCLUSION OF THE NON-OOlY ’ BECOMES 
APPLICABLE, — EVEN IN THE ABSENCE OF THE UNIVER- 
SAL ‘cow’— (1060) 


COMMENTARY 

In whatever thing — Variegated Cow, etc — the said determinate judgment 
is present — m the form ‘ this is a Cow ’, ‘ that is a Cow ’, — to that, — even 
in the absence of the Universal ' Cow as a positive entity, — the ‘ e\clusion 
of the von-Cow ’, — in the form of the Reflection — becomes applied — (1060) 


It has been argued above (under Text, 930, by Rumania) that—" The 
Exclusion of the non-Cow is not apprehended, at first, by the Sonso organs, 
etc etc” 

The following Texts show that this statement is not admissible — 


TEXTS (1061-1062) 

That thing which is ‘ different from the non-com ’ is certainly 

APPREHENDED BY THE SENSE-ORGANS , THE REFLECTION ALSO 
WHICH IS SUPERIMPOSED UPON IT IS APPREHENDED BY ITS 
OWN COGNITION IT IS ON NOTICING THIS THAT 
PEOPLE USE THE WORD , THE RECOGNITION OF ITS 
RELATION ALSO BECOMES CLEARLY EXPLAINED 
ON THE SAME BASIS — (1061-1062) 

COMMENTARY 

The Atoka m the shape of the ‘ Specific Individuality ' is apprehended 
through the sense organs themselves 
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As for the Apoha m the form of the Reflection of what is denoted by the 
Word, it is reallv of the nature of Cognition itself, and. as such vouched for 
directly by its own cognition (it being self -cognised) 

The particle ‘ cha ’ is meant to include the Apahaz not directly mentioned 
So that the Apoha m the form of Absolute Negation also is apprehended by 
implication, as has been shown under the Text 1014, by the words ‘the 
nature of one is not the nature of the other ’ 

Thus it is on noticing the Apoha in the form of ‘ Specific Individuality ’ 
and the rest, that people come to use words, — not on noticing a positive 
entity in the shape of the Universal , because no such Universal exists and 
because no such Universal figures in any cognition And that through per- 
ceiving which people use the words must also be tbe basis upon which rests the 
relations of those words, — not on anv other basis , if it did, it would lead to 
absurdity -(1061-1062) 

It has been argued above (under Text 941, by Rumania) — “ How could 
the fact of anything being denoted bv the word 1 non-cow ’ be cognised 1 ” 
Tile answer to this is as follows — 

TEXT (1063) 

V, HEX. IK REGARD TO ANYTHING, THERE IS NO SUCH DETERMINATE 
JUDGMENT, THE PACT OF ITS BEING DENOTED BY THE WORD 

‘non-cow’ becomes clearly perceived — ( 1063 ) 

,, r* 11 ^ beatl argued above <™ d8r Texts ’ 943-944, by Rumania) that— 
It is only the well-established non-Cow that could be excluded , and it is 
of the nature of the negation oj the Cow, etc. etc ”, 

The answer to tlus is as follows 


TEXTS (1083-1005) 

The Coi« and the Non-cow are both well-established,— as 

ARE DISTINCT DETERMINATE JUDGMENTS IN REGARD TO BOTH IT IS 
ONLY THE WORD THAT IS NOT WELL-ESTABLISHED , AND HENCE 
IT IS APPLIED ACCORDING TO THE SPEAKER’S WHIM — AS 
A MATTER OP TACT, A DISTINCT THING DOES NOT 
XP.ED FOR ITS APPREHENSION, THE APPREHENSION 
OP ANOTHER THING , HENCE THERE IS NO 
BOOM HERE FOR THE CHARGE OF ‘ MUTUAL 
INTERDEPENDENCE ’ —(1063-1065) 

ccurMEXTAHy 

d'««nct dc?c™m f ia f thmgS I,k0 thC C ° W ’ **■ bring nboul 

mate judgments regarding tl.ermelve,, and os such, arc wei( 
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Idiow n m their distinct forms tt— m,. 

make use of words, which are not well ) pt,rpos ® of s P eak uig of them, people 
the circumstances, if the form of a their whims Under 

hension, the apprehension of armfv!f m A a Te?lilred > lor lte own appra 
have been mutual interdependence 

S^~-HHS5£l 

* °r • **-* 13 « ’ «*<* so forth, -according to tie man nish - 

how then, can there be any mutual interdependence » 

r ittau stands for 1 vitlyartham ’, jot the apprehension — (1064 1065) 


It lias been argued (under Text 045, by Rumania) that-- There can 
”® no relationship of Container and Contained, etc between two negations " 
The answer to this is as follows — 


TEXTS (1086-1067) 

AS A MATTER 01? FACT, VERBAL COGNITION, NOT TAKING COGNIZANCE 
OF ANY EXTERNAL OBJECT, APPREHENDS ITS OWN MAKE AS 
SOMETHING EXTERNAL, ON ACCOUNT OF STRONG ILLUSION 

— This is all that is done by Words , and Words 

DO NOT EVEN TOUCH THE OBJECT, NOB IS 
ANY OBJECT DENOTED AS QUALIFIED BY 

Apoha, — (1066-1067) 

COMMENTARY. 

In reality, no object qualified by Apoha is denoted by words Because 
it baa already been explained that no object is touched by Words anywhere, 
for the simple reason that the necessary conditions are absent. -For example. 
Verbal Cognition, even though not pertaining to any external object, actually 
appears as apprehending its own marl — 1 e form — as something external j 
and it does not really tonoh the form of the object , because its apprehension 
is not m accordance with the real state of tilings — (1066-1067) 

Question — “ If that is so, then, why has the Teacher declared that 
‘words like Blue-Lotus express tilings qualified by the exclusion of other 
things l ” 

Answer — 

TEXT (1068) 

As FOR THE STATEMENT MADE BY THE AUTHOR OF THE Lal^ana—THA’! 

• Words express things qualified by the exclusion of other 

THINGS WHAT IT MEANS IS AS FOLLOWS — (1068) 
COMMEKTARY 

Question — “ What does it mean 1 ” 

Answer — 
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TEXTi* (1060-1070) 

Those things that are qualified by the Exclusion of olho thin ga,- 
either as their cause or their instruments are definitely 

COGNISED AS NOT MIXED UP WITH THINGS OT OTHER KINDS 

The Word expresses these things And, because 

IT BRINGS ABOUT THE COGNITION APPREHENDING 
THOSE THINGS, THERE IS DENIAL OF THE 

Universal ’ and such other com- 
monalties — (1069-1070) 


COMMENTARY 

Tilings are of two lands — external and imposed upon the Cognition , 
in regard to the external thing, there is no denotation by words , and it is 
onlv on account of words bringing about the conceptual content pertaining 
to them that it is said, figuratively, that ‘the word denotes tilings ’ , and 
the purpose served by such figurative expression is the denial of the denota- 
tion of the Universal Such is the meaning of the Texts as a whole 

The meaning of the words is explained — 'By the exclusion of 

other things' , l e by differentiation from other things , — this differentiation 

being either the Causo or the Instrument,— the Tiee and other things are 
dofimtely Cognised as qualified , that is the\ are definitely differentiated 
from other tilings Tins shows that in the compound ‘ arlhantdramvrlti- 
vishisliin ’, the term ‘ nnrlti ’ is to be construed as with the Instrumental 
Ending 

1 Dln'ana ’ is Word— (1069-1070) 

As regards tho tlung imposed upon the Cognition, that is denoted by 
words primarily and direetlj — This is what is shown m the following — 


TEXT (1071) 

Those things however which appear in the cognition — these 

INTERNAL (SUBJECTIVE) THINGS THE WORD DENOTES DIRECTLY , AND 

the pact of these things being qualified by ' Exclusion ’ 

HAS JUST BEEN EXPLAINED — (1071) 

COMMENTARY 
' Ayam ’ — stands for the void 

Question — “How can tho character of being qualified by tho exclusion 
of other things be attached to them ’ ” 

Ansu.tr — The fact, etc etc ’ 

'Jus " — that is, under Text 1005, it lias been explained that tiling-, 
imposed upon the Cognition are excluded (or d’fferentiated) from other 
things.— (1071) 
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Objection — “If no objective factor is expressed bj the word, then 
how is it that the Teacher has declared that it is onli a certain part of the 
Tiling that is apprehended by the ‘ exclusion of other tilings ' ’ ” 

Answer — 

TEXT (1072) 

When it is said that * a certain portion of the thing is apprehended 
by the Exclusion of olhei Things ’ — it is the said Reflection 
THAT IS MEANT — (1072) 


COMMENTARY 

Objection — “ Reflection being a property of the Cognition, how can it 
ha a ' portion of the object ’ ’ ” 

Ansvjer — 

TEXT (1073) 

It is spoken of as a portion of the object, becai-se it proceeds 

ON THE BASIS OF THE PERCEPTION OF THE OBJECT AS ‘ EXCLUDED 
FROM OTHER THINGS AND BECAUSE IT IS SUPER- 
IMPOSED UPON THE OBJECT — (1073) 

COMMENTARY 

Because it comes about through the perception of the object ‘ deluded 
from other things ’.-and because it is superimposed npon .M e upon 
the Object excluded from other thmgs-by deluded ‘ hat 
same Reflection is figuratively spoken of as part of the object -(10i3> 

j* the following Text the author applies the Instrumental ondmg in 
the compound ‘ artMntaraparavrttya ’ * the case m question - 

TEXT (1074) 

, Q Instrumental Ending may signify either the 

GaZ or the Instrument Or it may signify that it is » 

mAT FORM ’ — If the TfflNG WERE NOT DIFFEREVMATED 
FROM UNLIKE THINGS, THEN IT COULD NOT 

BE so — (1074) 


COSDIENTARY 


der Texts 1068-1070, — whero it is said 

‘As before' , ie just as u j. he exclusion of other things , 

that‘s Word expresses aU c^cs, the Mental 

-so the same may be £ o£ belI!? « m that fonn > ,-th.s 

Ending may be taken £ lStwan5 • 

a3 what is mentioned by the worns 
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Question — “ The ecrfusion of other things is a property belonging to the 
Object , as such, how can it be either the Cause or the Instrument of the appre- 
hension of the Reflection '' 

Answer If the thing, etc etc ’—That is, if the Thing were not excluded 
(and differentiated) from unlike things, then, in the form of its Reflection, it 
could not be apprehended as something excluded from unlike tilings That is 
why the exclusion from other things is to be regarded as the Cause and the 
Instrument — (1074) 

It has been argued above (under Text, 949, by Rumania) that — “ one 
kind of qualification cannot bring about the cognition of a different kind, 
etc etc ” — This is answered in the following — 

TEXTS (1075-1077) 

What is meant by (the Cow) being ‘ different ’ is only the 

‘ EXCLUSION OF THE NON-COW ’ , AND THIS exclusion IS OF THE 
NATURE OX THAT SAME DIFFERENCE — EVEN WHEN THE DIFFERENCE 
HAS BEEN ASSERTED, THE THING ITSELF DOES NOT ENTIRELY DIS- 
AFEEAR Thus EVEN WHEN IT HAS THE NATURE OF THE QUALIFICA- 
TION, THE COGNITION OF THE THING DOES NOT CEASE EVEN WHEN 
THERE IS NON-DIFFERENCE, THE QUALIFICATION IS THERE AS A 
CREATION OF FANCY THAT CHARACTER, HAVING BEEN WITHDRAWN 
THEREFROM, HAS BEEN PLACED THERE AS IF DIFFERENT , WHEREBY 
IT BECOMES ITS QUALIFICATION, LIKE THE STICK AND OTHER THINGS 

-(1075-1077) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the ‘ exclusion of other tlungs ’ were meant to be something positive 
qualifying the Tlung, then all the objections urged would be applicable 
As a matter of fact, however, the 1 exclusion of other things * wlucli is held 
to ho the qualification is in the form of the thing itself , so that the notion 
of tho qualified is naturally m accord with that of the qualification Eor 
instance, when one speaks of the * exclusion ’ of the Cow * from tho non- 
Cow ’, tins 1 exclusion ’ is only of the nature of tho ‘ difference of the Oow 
from the Horse and other things ’, — not anything else — Hence, oven though 
the exclusion, of the Cow, from the non-Cow, is mentioned in the negative 
form, w hen all that- is meant is the negation of other tilings, — -yet in reality, 
it forms the very essence of tho Cow itself,— just like the ‘ difference ’ , 
that is, ‘difference’ is not anything different from the different thing. — 
it is that same , otherwise that tlung could not figure in tho ‘ difference ’ 
at all 

Tat ’ — i e thus — ct-en when the * exclusion of others ’ is of the nature of the 
qualification, tho idea of the ‘Tlung ’ itself does nppear in regard to what is 
qualified by that qualification. 

It might be argued ns follows . — ■“ In ordinary life the qualification is 
mown to lie 'ometlnng different from the qualified, n= the slid, of tlic Man 
30 
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(sticlc-holder) , and ‘ Exclusion ’ is (as you say) not different from the 
Thing , how then can this Exclusion be the qualification of the Thing ? ” 
The answer is — ‘ Even when there is non difference, etc etc ’ — In reality, 
nothing can be qualified, by anything , because what does not accord any 
help cannot be a qualification , — if the according of help be admitted, then, 
in cases where the Cause may not exist at the tune of the coming about of 
the effeot, there could be no relation of qualification and qualified between 
the two things not existing at the same time , — while in the case of both 
existing at the same tune, as the things would be already therein their accom- 
plished forms, there would be no mutual help , and hence there could be 
no relation of qualification and qualified Consequently, m the case of all 
things, what happens is that, though each of them stands separately, on its 
own footing, like so many iron-bars, — yet there is a jumbling up of them as a 
creation of fancy 

Thus then, though, in reality, there is no difference between the ‘ Exclu- 
sion ’ and that wherein the Exclusion subsists, yet, on the basis of an imaginary 
difference, there would be the relation of qualification and qualified between 
them —(1075-1077) 

It has been argued above (under Text 955, by Rumania) that “ when 
Individuals, not being denoted, cannot be ‘ excluded ’, then what would be 
■ excluded ’ would be the Universal 

The answer to this is as follows — 


TEXTS (1078-1079) 


Discriminators op Truth declare that what is denoted by thf. 

Word is mere ‘ Reflectin’ People, hot snowing the 
distinction BETWEEN what IS ‘perceived ( AND ™ IS 
‘FANCIED’ REGARD IT TO BE SOMETHING EXTEBNAL 
—AS THAT IS WHAT IS APPREHENDED (BY WORDS), 
Individuals are denoted by Words— In 
reality however there is nothing that 
IS denoted by words,— as has been 
•proved already —(1078-1079) 


COMMENT ARY 

* — 

r ’ - ^j-asrrisnr. is 

Reason adduced is net-admitted in the shape of Specific 

ii-v— — - •*— “ 

figures in Determinate Conception 
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If the Reason adduced by you is the real ' non-denotability of 
Individuals then we also do not admit of any real 1 exclusion ’ of In 
dividuals ; so that m that case your argument proves only what is already 
admitted by us, and is, as such, superfluous, futile — Tins is what is shown 
by the sentence — : In reality, etc etc ’ — ( 1078- 10 1 9) 

The following Text reasserts r,he fact of the Opponent’s Reason being 
* not-adnutted ’ : — 

TEXT (1080) 

Thus, Individuals being denoted by words, they are also capable 

OP BEING ' EXCLUDED ’ As REGARDS THE UNIVERSAL, THERE 

CAN BE NO ‘ EXCLUSION ’ EVEN IF THERE WERE * EXCLUSION ’ 

OF IT, IT COULD NOT HAVE THE CHARACTER OP THE 
‘ ENTITY ’ — (1080) 

COMMENTARY. 

It has been asserted (under 955) that — " m that case what would be 
excluded would be the Universal , and as subject to Exclusion, thiB Universal 
would be an entity ” , — and the author now shows that the Reason — ‘ Because 
Individualities cannot be excluded’ is ‘not admitted’ and it is also ‘Inconclu- 
sive ’ — by the words ‘ As regards the Universal, etc. etc ’ — there can be no 
exclusion of it ; because it has been shown that there can be exclusion of 
Individuals only. 

‘ Even if there uerc, etc ’ — that is to say, if the said Reason is put forward 
m support of the conclusion contrary to the Opponent’s, there would be 
nothing to set aside such a conclusion — (1080) 

It has been argued (under Text 956, by Rumania) that — “ Negation 
cannot be subject to exclusion, etc etc 

The answer to this is as follows • — 

TEXT (1081) 

Negation is not * excluded ’ (denied) in the words ‘ Negation 
is not Negation 1 , it is however clearly ‘ excluded ’ 
(denied) in such expressions as ‘ The Entity is not 
or the nature of Negation ’ — (1081) 

COMMENTARY. 

Negation is not ‘ excluded ’ m the words * Negation is not Negation ’, 
—by virtue of which it would abandon its negative character (as urged by 
Rumania) But, what is an Entity has the positive character, and as such 
remains distinct from the Negative , hence by implication, the Negation 
becomes subject to ’ Exclusion ’ , tlus is what is meant by us — (1081) 

Hus same idea is further clarified in the following — 
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TEXT (1082) 

When one thing is not op the nature op another, it is called 
its Apoho * (Exclusion, Negation), and the entity is 

NOT OP THE NATURE OP NEGATION BUT EVEN THOUGH 

there is ' Apdha ' op Negation, it does not 

ACQUIRE THE CHARACTER OP THE 
POSITIVE ENTITY — (1082) 

COMMENTARY 

Though m tins way, there is Apoha of Negation, yet it does not become 
a positive ontity — (1082) 


The author is going to cite an example which is accepted by both parties, 
and through that, is going to make it clear how the Reason of the Opponent 
is ‘ Inconclusive ’ — 

TEXT (1083) 


Even though it is urged that ‘things are not produced by 
Primordial Matter or God and so forth ’, — the character 
t f being produced by Pnmordial Matter, God and so forth does 
NOT BECOME A POSITIVE ENTITY —(1083) 


COMMENTARY 

You, Mvmdmsalas, also do not admit the fact of Things having been 
created by Primordial Matter, or God, or Time and other Causes , but the 
negation (denial) of tins fact does not make it a positive entity ,-m tWme 
manner, even though there is Apoha (negation, denial) of We R at, ™’ ^ t that ' 
does not make the Negation a positive entity Consequently, the Reason 
adduced by you is Inconclusive — (1083) 

It has been argued (under Text 950, by Rumania) that-" there would 
be a great calamity in that the Non-extent would become a positive ^entit* 

The following Text shows that this also becomes answered by to 
pointing out of to M character of to Opponent’s Reason - 


TEXT (1084). 

. ..rvrrv ac rpTTAT OF THE NOW' -EXISTENT 
HUS THEN THERE IS NO SUCH ^ EVBN OJf TOE ESTABLISH- 

BECOMING A POSITIVE ®- ^ ^ THERE 

*»* OT Tvril AND THE NON-EXISTENCE (OF THE 

i “ K r^) — — — 

COMMENTARY 

It has been argued (under to -me « 

„ not estabbshed, there can be 
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be established ” — The answer to tins is that. — even on the establishment 
of the Negation, m the above manner, the existence of the Positive Entity 
does become established , as that rests upon its own nature And the above- 
mentioned establishment of Negation also constitutes its non-existence 

The answer to this argument has been made out of its turn (along 
with that to Rumania's argument put forward under 055 et seq ), because 
the same answer is applicable to both — (1084) 

The Author now reverts to the order of sequence of tho Opponent’s 
arguments and takes np that put forward m Text 957, to the eSeot that — 
“ If the Nogatton of the Negation is different m character from the Negation 
itself, then it becomes a positive entity ” 

The answer to this is as fallows — 

TEXT (1085) 

The Cow, which is ‘ the negation or the Non-Cow ’ is held to be 

A POSITIVE ENTITY, AND OF A CHARACTER DIFFERENT FROM THAT 

OF the Non-cow , but by this the Non-cow does 

NOT BECOME THE COW, FOR ME (I0S5) 

COMMENTARY 

That it would becomo a positive entity does not indicate an undesirable 
contingency for us , as it is quite agreeable to us Because the Cow is actually 
held by us to be a positive entity quite different in character from the ‘Non- 
cow ’ m the shape of the Horse and other animals, — it is not hold to be of 
the nature of Negation So that it would be a positive entity And as the 
difference of the Cow from the Non-cow is what is admitted by us, there 
is no such contingency as that of the Non-cow becoming the Cow — (1085) 

It has been argued (under Text 960, by Rumania) that— “ Impressions 
cannot portam to the Non-entity ” —The following Texts show that this is 
both Not-adirutted * and 4 Inconclusive ’ 


TEXTS (1086-1087) 

Even in regard to Non-entities, there can be Impressions, created 

ONLT BY THE MiND (COGNITIONS), — JUST AS IN THE CASE OF 
THINGS of VARIOUS KINDS CREATED BY IMAGINATION 

This diversity among Apohas , as also their 

POSITIVE CHAR 1CTER, WOULD BE ASSUMED ON THE 
BASIS OF THE DIVERSITY AMONG IMPRESSIONS , 

JUST AS IN THE CASE OF CREATIONS OF 
IMAGINATION — (I08G-I0S7) 


1 >> 


COMMENTARY. 

(Coputlon) does not operate upon non-entitics cannot 
ntiraitted Because, the Mmd (Cognition) does operate through the 
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imposing of the form of things created by mere imagination , and the Mind 
(Cognition) thus does create Impressions m the subsequent mmd, n Inch tends 
to bring about future homogeneous conceptual contents Because, again, 
through the development of the ‘ Cham it may get at on awakening cognition, 
which brings about a similar Mind (Cognition) In the same manner, in the 
case of Apafias, there would be difference among tliemsehcs and also the 
positive character, due to the influence of assumptions and imagination. 
Thus the Reason adduced by Rumania is * inconclusive ’ 

The meaning of the \v 0 rd 9 of the Text is clear , henco wo lmi e not 
explained them m detail — (1086-1087) 

It has been argued (under 961, by Rumania) that — “ 1 011 cannot secure 
diversity among words also, on the basis of Impressions ”, 

The answer to this is as follows — 


TEXT (1088) 

Just as vra: hate explained the fact of ' the exclusion or OTiirit 
things’ being denoted by words,— exactly is the s\mf 

MANNER SHOULD BE UNDERSTOOD THE * EXCLUSION 01 

other words ' ALSO — (108S) 

COMMENTARY 

■ Just as, etc etc ’ -1 e as tang m the form of Reflection , of which the 
difference from other Reflections is clcnrh percened 

Hence what has been discussed in detail 0v «•« Opponent) H ent.rHi 
irrelevant —Such is the senso of the Text —(1088) 

ip has been argued (under Text 904, by Rumania) 
be no relation of Denoter and denoted between tno Apahnt -Din 

to this is as follows — 

TEXT (1089) 

JS ™ *»»»» ™- M Asprcr. ««■ ™ 

OPPONENT SEEKS TO 

US ALREADY — 


COMMENTARY 


V/* 1 **’*-— 

If bv the reason adduced—' , !/«'"" < Ilf * 

to be a general statement of acM - « of *** 

Apohas m denoted -are -*«* 

the denoter and the other 



EXAMINATION OF THE IMPOST OF WORDS Ob' 

peisons as external things ; and hence they are endowed with illusory reality — 
(1089) 

If, on the other hand, the Reason adduced pertains to the Real Character 
of ‘ Entity then the argument !s superfluous Because m fact, we do 
not accept anything as being the denofer or denoted, in reality -This is 
what is shown in the following — 


TEXT (1090) 

In reality, there can be nothing that cam be either denoter 
os denoted, — as all things being in perpetual 

FLUX, NO CONCOMITANCE IS POSSIBLE — (1090) 
COMJIEXTARY. 

* Because no concomitance is possible ’ , — t hat. is to say, the Specific 
Individuality cannot be concomitant with— -present at the time of — the 
making of the Convention and that of the using of the word — (1090) 

The following might be urged by the other party — “ We are not 
denying the real relation of Denoted and Denoter , what we are denying is 
the illusory relation of Denoted and Denoter which is based upon, the real 
fact of the two Apohas being non-entities , so that our Reason is not not- 
adnutled , nor is our conclusion open to the defect of bemg superfluous ” 

The following Texts proceed to show that, if both are regarded to be 
illusory and real, than the two objections do become applicable — 


TEXTS (1091-1092) 

Ip it is the illusory Relation of Denotes and Denoted that is 

DENILD, ON THE BASIS OF THE real FACT OF THE TWO 
Exclusions BEING NON-ENTITIES, — EVEN SO, ‘ FALSITY ’ 
BECOMES UNAVOIDABLE , IN VIEW OF SUCH WORDS 
AND THINGS DENOTED BY THEM AS ABE THE 
CREATION OF IMAGINATION -(1091-1092) 

COMMENTARY. 

Under the circumstances, the Reason would be Inconclusive , as m the 
cs o of such creatures of imagination as Malidehieta and the like, and also 
words denoting these, — even though they are non-entities m reality, yet ihe 
illusory Relation of Denoter and Denoted is actually present — (lOOl-lOTJ) 

The following might be urged by tho other party — “ In the case of 
mgs like Mahashicta, the denoted thing, m the shape of tho Universal, is 
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Teal, tmd also the word denoting them , and hence their case does not 
falsify our Premiss.” 

The answer to this is as follows — 


TEXT (1093) 

As A MATTER OF FACT, THEBE IS NO ‘ UNIVERSAL ’ (COMMONALTY) IN THE 
CASE OF THE THINGS IN QUESTION, WHICH COOED BE DENOTED , 
NOR IS THERE ANY UNIVERSAL WORD DENOTATIVE OF THAT 

Universal, Nor does the denotative character 

BELONG TO THE WORD, AS SPECIFIC INDIVIDUALITIES 
ARE ALL IN PERPETUAL FLEX —( 1093 ) 


COMMENTARY 

In course of our examination of the ‘ Universal we have rejected, m 
great detail, the whole conception of the ‘Universal ’ , hence the assertion 
that tlio ' Universal ’ is the denoted and denoter m the case m question makes 
the Reason ‘ false ’ (Inconclusive) 

• Tasya ’ — of tlie Universal 

The term * Universal ’ has to be taken as understood after * denotative ’ 
which connects it with the context 

It might be argued that — “ Even though there is no real entity denoted 
m the case, yet the denotative certain! y is there m the shape of the Specific 
Individuality of the word ‘ Mahdshvela' etc. . 

txr sr— ss =r» 

rss »• »< «- • ** 

(1003) 

The following Text sums up the argument — 


TEXT (1004) 


>*»» , 0 . ~ 

‘Reflection etc— ahusin 

REMAINS UNSHAKEN— (1094) 


COMMENTARY 


• Both '-i e. the denoted^, under the 

‘ Reflection, etc ’—The e 06 g lt wou id be necessary to adnu 

™. u»> M- lCt ^;“SS,S« .!»«!«.(»»«• H “ 

the conception oi onjee 
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‘ In view of these ’— 1 e things created by imagination 
•Tat' stands for 1 lasmat ’, « therefore \ ‘thus Or it MJ mean 
‘ of that ’—i e of the Reason,— the ‘ falsity 5 remains unshaken —(1094) 


It has been argued (under Text 966, by Rumania) that-" one for 
whom there is nothing positive denoted by words,— for him there can be 

no negation either 

The answer to this is as follows — 


T EX TS (1095-1096) 

For the man by whom the denotation of words is not admitted 

TO BE ANYTHING POSITIVE, THE MlND (COGNITION) REELECTING 

the Thing is what is brought abodt by the Word, and 
this Cognition ultimately brings about the 

IDEA OF THE THING WHEN WORDS EXPRESS 

their meanings, there is, by implioation, 

THE EXCLUSION OF OTHER THINGS , AND 
THROUGH THE PRESENCE OF THIS 

a there is negation also, as 

PRECEDED BY THE APPRE- 
HENSION OF THE 

positive THING. — 

(1095-1096) 

COMMENT ARTV 

It ia not that we absolutely do not admit the fact of words denoting 
positive things ; by virtue of which you have urged the undesirable con- 
tingency against us As a matter of fact, it is admitted by us that the word 
produces the ' mental condition ’ (Cognition) which ultimately provides the 
idea of the Thing , so that in our opinion also what is denoted by the word 
is a positive entity which is illusory m character In reality however, there 
is nothing that is denoted by words , hence it is only the real positive character 
of things that is denied by us , — so that the illusory positive character of the 
t ng denoted by words being accepted by ub, — whenever there is anything 
positive denoted by the uord, — the negation of other things becomes appre- 
ien cd bj implication ; and hence it is quite possible to have this negation 
ns preceded by the apprehension of the positive thing. — (1096-1096) 


„ , T ^ e f ”l I< ™ lne might be Drged by the other party “ If it is admitted 
>c Word does denote positive entities, then, how is it that in the 
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Helumvlha, the Lalsanakara has spoken of the ' impossibility of the 
positive ’ » ” 

The answer to this is as follows — 


TEXT (1097) 

The * iMPOSsrsiiiTY op the Positive ’ has been- averred oh the 

GROUND THAT SUCH THINGS AS THE ‘ UNIVERSAL ’ AND THE 
LIKE CANNOT FORM THE SUBJECT OF WORDS AND 

Determinate Conceptions — ( 1097 ) 


COMMENTARY 


Inasmuch as there are no real * denoted things ’ or ‘ denotative words ’ 
m the shape of the * Universal ’ and the like, -there can be no real subject 
for Words and Determinate Conceptions,— it has been asserted by the grea 

Teacher, m new of the real state of things, -that • there is impossibility of 

the Positive ’ j hence there is no contradiction at all —(1097) 


It has been argued (under 967, etc , by KumarUa) that-'' If it» 
held that it is mere Apoha that is denoted, etc e c 
is as follows — 


TEXT (1098) 

From the term ‘Blue-Lotus only one thing is c0GNISED '“^ D 

that is the reflection excluded (differentiated) from 
B ffl ‘ non-blue’ and the ‘non-lotus -(1098) 

COMMENTARY 

■=>«•*“ ■ “ p rr«rc‘ sr 

single Reflection of the *J both Consequently, m the case 

• non-lotus partaking o cor tamlv is the denotation of tilings o 

of words like *3 Bluedotus ^ here ^rmmlv ^ d ^ ^ strength of actual 
mixed character,— which has ^ QB the basis of this the necessary co. 

X:Xror S 6 qmte;ossible'-(l098, 

It has been argued 

asserted that what u* denoted is the 

etc” 

The answer 


to tins is as follows 
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TEXTS (1099-1101) 


71Z -OB- =« .he Thing mmm 

’ sojietbks else Hence the objection that it is depek- 
DEStSoH SOMETHfflOEBSE’ IS HOT APPLICABLE TO THE DENOTATION 
“s . AS HONESTLY THE WAT THAT IT ^ 

THE theory of the ‘Untyersal’ (being denoted by Words) 
Because there is bo difference between tee Relation of qualifi- 
cation and qualified and ‘ co-ordination ’ Consequently there 
is no incongruity in the theory that it is Apoha that is 
DENOTED BY WORDS — (1099-1101) 


COMMENTARY 

If exclusion were something entirely different from the Thing excluded, 
then there would be the possibility of the incongruity that has been urged • 
against the -new that ‘what is denoted is the Thing as endowed with the 
Apoha ’ As a matter of fact however, for us, exclusion is not something 
different from the Thing excluded fTOm others , — -in fact, it is the excluded 
thug itself that is spoken of as ‘exclusion’, when what is meant to be stressed 
is the mere negation of other things — Consequently, the incongruity that has 
been urged against the Denotation of Universale, — in the form that, if the 
Universal is what is primarily denoted by words, the denotation of the 
Thing endowed with that Universal would he dependent upon that (Universal)* 
and consequently there being no indication of the varieties of the said Thing 
there is no possibility of co-ordination or any other relationship with it,— 
does not apply to the theory of Apoha, as there is no denotation (under this 
tlieorv) of anything equipped with the ‘ Exclusion of other things as- 
somothing different 

This is what is meant by the words ‘ Hence the objection, etc. etc ’ 

* Tat ’ — * iasmat ’ — Hence 

* AvadStam, etc. etc ’ — i e to the ‘ denotation of words ’ as expounded 
by the Teacher Dinndga, with the purest conviction. 

The grounds f or this inapplicability are next stated — ‘ Because there is no 
difference, etc etc ’. — -That is, there the Denotation of words — m the shape 
of the Exclusion of other things ’ — is not different from, — not anything 
other tliRn that which is excluded from others. 

Qualification and qualified, etc etc '. — This is easily understood — 
( 1089 - 1101 ) 


The following Texts show how co-ordination, etc. 


is not incompatible — 
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TEXTS (1102-1104) 

When the word 1 blue * is ottered alone, the particular ‘ Reflec- 
tion ’ THAT APPEARS IS ONE THAT SCINTILLATES THROUGH ALL 
BLUE THINGS SUCH AS THE CUCKOO, THE LOTUS, THE BLUE 
Bee and the like — When the word 1 Lotus ’ is 

ADDED TO IT, THEN THE CUCKOO, THE COLLYRIUM 
AND OTHER BLUE THINGS BECOME ‘ EXCLUDED ’, 

AND THE RESULTANT REFLECTION IS ONE 
THAT IS FURTHER PARTICULARISED AND 
BECOMES DEFINITELY APPLIED TO 
ONE BLUE THING ONLY — THUS THE 
NECESSARY CO-ORDINATION IS 
NOT RENDERED IMPOSSIBLE 

All this explanation is 
absolutely impossible 
UNDER THE THEORY OF 
THE OTHER PARTY 

(1102-1104) 


COMMENTARY 

That is to sav, when the word ‘ bine ’ is pronounced, there appears the 

Conceptual Reflection (the Image) ^ “"indttan^M these 
serves to exclude the yellow an b \ ^ ^ Cuckoo, 

colours, and envisages a «**•"£ ^ , iotua , „ added (to the word 
the Collynum and so forth -When the > wo dlfferant ,atcd from the 

« blue ’), the same Reflection becomes a PP ^ ^ excluded from the 

Cuckoo and the rest, and ^ t ‘ 0a5 ^ y ^ Conceptual Reflection, there is a 
Non-lows Thus in relation to ib* ™ » the tw0 words 

mutual relation of differentiation cin $ incongruous m their being 

■ Hue • and ■ lotus • , and hence there is notog mcongr 

related to each other as qualification an WQr ds together express 

Or (another from the - non- 

i - ->■ — « - *• “* s ' 

s. 

— 

0aSy it might be argued (by the Opponent, that-" under our theory also, 

the co-ordination would be aU ng m 18 , etc. etc' , -that .s, t e 

The answer to tins etc-(Il «WW) 


^e'QescriuDt* J} 

Question — “ Why should it be impossible under our theory 5 


Answer — 
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TEXTS (1105-1106) 

By the single word, the Specific In diyi d it alit y becomes expressed 

IN ITS ENTIRETY , AND WHEN THAT HAS BEEN DENOTED, WHY 
SHOULD THERE BE NON-COGNITION OF OTHER THINGS, — 

FOR THE SAKE OF WHICH ANOTHER WORD WOULD BE 
PRONOUNCED,— WHEN, IN REALITY, THE THING 
HAS BEEN DENOTED IN ITS ENTIRETY ’ — If 

not, then n becomes more than one 

-(1105-1106) 


COMMENTARY 


Under the theory of those who hold that words denote positive entities 
when the single word * blue ’ expresses the Specific Individuality of the Lotos 
and other (blue) things,— why should there be any absence of cognition of 

such other particular things as the Lotus and the Collynum, since the Blue 

Thing lias been denoted in its entirety ? Because the idea that one and the 
same thing should he both known and unknown to the same person involves 
self-contradiction Tins is what is pointed out in the text by the words ‘ Why 
should, there, etc etc ’ — ' Non-Cognition ’ stands for bad cognition, i e doubtful 
and wrong cognition 

Thus there being no doubtful or wrong cognition, there can be no 
desire on the part of the speaker to pronounce any other word, such as ‘ Lotus ' 

and the hko This is shown by the words 'for the sale of which, etc etc ’ 

‘ For the calc of which i e for the purpose of removing which non- 
cogmtion 


It might be argued that—' " when the Blue thing lias been denoted bv 
the single word ‘ blue \ it has been denoted only m part, not m its entirety : 
lenco for tlio purpose of speaking of other characteristics of the Blue Thing 
another word is sought after 


Tlio answer to this is— 1 When m reality, etc etc ’ There are no parts 
m any smg.e object, by virtue of winch there could be denotation m part , 
because the one (whole) and the many (parts) are mutual contradictories, one 
being the negation of the other, BO that what your explanation does is to 
establish ns many distinct things ns there mny be parts , and banco there 
would be no such concepts ns « one ’ and ‘ many ’ -(1101-1106) 


The following might bo urged by the other party — “ The word ‘ bluo ’ 
Cloes not denote a particular substance , it denotes cither the quality called 
Bluo or the Universal 1 Bluo ’ inhering in that quality ; the word ‘ lotus ’ 
a so denotes the Uimersnl ‘ Lotus not any particular substance , hence, as 
bo°n W ° "° rds dcnote two different tilings, it .s onlj right that there should 
for tho " ord ‘ >otus ’ (after the utterance of the word < blue’) ” 
•the answer to tins is us follows — 
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TEXTS (1107-1108) 

If the Universal ‘ Blue or the Quality Blue, is denoted by the 

WORD ‘ BLUE ’, THEN THE WORD ‘ LOTUS ’ (PRONOUNCED WITH 
THAT WORD) SHOULD DENOTE ANOTHER UNIVERSAL ‘ LOTUS ’ , 

— Such being the case, there would be dif- 
ference BETWEEN THE TWO WORDS, JUST AS 
THERE IS BETWEEN THE WORDS ‘ Bakula ’ 

(a kind of flower) and * UPpab ' 

(Lotus) , so that any co-ordina- 
tion, ETC BETWEEN THEM WILL 
BE ALL THE MORE IMPOS- 
SIBLE — (1107-1108) 


COMMENTARY 


The compound ' anyendimrajati ’ is to be taken as a KarmSdharaya,— 
• anya ’ qualifying * mdimrajatih ’ 

• Vyavaseya. ’ — l e should be denoted 
‘ Vtpalashruleh ’—has the Ablative ending 

Thus under this theory co-ordination would he all the more impossible ; 
Since? like the words ‘ 6 alula ’ and * vipala ’, the words * blue ’ and * lotus ’ 
would not be applicable to the same thing There can be no such expres- 
sion as ‘ bakulam uipalam ' — (1107-1108) 


The following might be urged by the other party Though the word 
. bhl6 > denotes a particular Universal and a particular Quaky, yet, through 
“? 0 * deletes the substance related to the Blue Quality and the 
those, iv &tso uou i through the Universal 

■ Blue ’ Umversal -smulsrly the word > f to t]w 6omB 

■w, denotes ^ them, whieh 

would not'be^MBnWe m'the Hose of the words ‘ bakula ’ and ‘ vlpdla 
The answer to this is as follows 


TEXTS (1109-1110). 

t tuf Substance related to the Quality and the Universal 
If it is the _ < -o T » then the word loths 

THAT IS DENOTED BY THE „ THE SAID 

WOULD BE ERSAL) IS EXACTLY 

equated with the Universal 1 Lotus ’ , 
and as this will have been already ex- 
^ED BY THE WORD ‘ BLUE >, THE 
WORD ' LOTUS ’ WOULD BE USELESS 

(1109-1110) 

COMMENTARY 

J the ‘Umversal ’-as the Universal 

‘ The Quality ’—called * ’ , Gumm SMambaddham 

e blue ’ , that which is related to these l 
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* The word Loins would be useless — as the substance will have been 
already expressed by the word ‘ blue This is explained by the words— 

‘ As what is related, etc etc ’ , — ‘ the two factors 5 are the Quality and the 
Universal 

The following might be urged (by the other party) — “Even though 
the word ‘ blue ’ denotes the substance possessing that quality and belonging 
to that Universal, — yet, inasmuch as the word ‘ blue ’ has been found to 
be applicable to several substances, the man who hears the word pronounced 
does not obtain any definite idea of the Lotus, specifically ; — as the Cuckoo 
and other things are also 1 blue 1 , hence, the use of the word * lotus * becomes 
useful, in that it serves to dispel the suspicion that other substances might 
be meant 

This is not right , as this assertion is made because the person making 
it does not know the subject under consideration The subject under dis- 
cussion is that under the theory that words denote positive things, there can 
be no co-ordination, etc If then, the word * lotus ’ is used only for the dis- 
pelling of the said suspicion, — and not for the denoting of a substance, — 
then, m that case, a positive entity would not form the denotation of the 
word , as all that the word ‘ lotus ’ will have done would be the dispelling 
of the form wrongly imposed upon it Then again, it is a self -contradictory 
statement that is made, when it is asserted that “ the word ‘blue ’ denotes 
the substance Lotus ” and yet “ there is no certainty produced in the mind 
of the hearer ” That cannot form the denotation of a word, m regard to 
which no certainty is produced If it did, that would lead to absurdities 
Nor again is there any room for suspicion in what has been cognised with 
certainty , as ‘ Certain Cognition ’ and ‘ Uncertain Cognition ’ are mutually 
destructive 

It might be said that — “ Eien though the words Blue and Lotus are not 
applicable to the 6ame tlnng, j-et what are denoted by them — viz the Quality 
and the Universal — do subsist in the same substance, — and hence through 
their denotations, there would be co-ordination between them ” 

This cannot be right , as it would lead to absurd contingencies In the 
manner stated, there would be co-ordination between the words 1 Colour ’ 
and Taste 1 also , as what are denoted by them — -i e Colour and Taste — 
subsist m the same substance, Earth Further (under the explanation 
offered) there would be no possibility of the expression ' blue lotus * bringing 
about the cognition of a single thing ; as the two words would be separately 
denoting the Quality and the Universal subsisting in the single substance , 
and unless the words bring about the cognition of the same thing, there can 
bo no co-ordination between them — Enough of this' — (1109-1110) 


The following might be urged : — " The word ‘ lotus ’ docs not donoto 
exactly tlio same thing that is related to the quality Blue and tho Universal 
Blue ’ ; it- denotes something different Hence the word * lotus ’ cannot 
be useless ” 

The answer to this is as follows . — 
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TEXT (1111) 

il \MIAT BELONGS TO, THE Okivtusat 'j-™., 

- — « - ir ™ 

™ ,:K T,t,; "»*>» W and 'lotos' cannot T 
CO-SLBSTRATE (CO-ORDINATED) —(1111) 

COSOIEKTARV 

'1 hero it. it hiatus after the particle • yaih ’ (‘jj y 
(U] [) TI ' aJ ‘ Wlml k co - mbslrt >le',—ie they can not be coordinated- 


Tho following might ho urged -"Though the same Substance s> 
denoted b\ ttio word 1 blue and also by the word ' Lotus yet tho word 
‘ M * ' denotes flic Substance, not as something related to tho Universal 
Loins , Intt as related to tho Quality Blue and the "Universal * HI n o ’ , 
consequent lj, tho word 'Lotus’ is used for the purpose of expressing the 
fact of (he substance being related to the Universal ‘ Lotus ’ , and as such it 
cannot lie iisrlrss " 

Tins argument is raised and answered in the following — 


TEXTS (1112-1114) 

Ir THE WORD ‘BLUE’ DOES NOT DENOTE THE STJB3TANCB BELATED 

to the Quality and the Universal (Blue) as belated to 
the Universal ‘ Lotos then the substance as belated to 
the Universal ‘ Lotos ' should be something totally 

DITFEBENT , AS A MATTER OF FACT, WHAT IS BELATED TO THE 

Universal ‘ Lotos ’ is that same substance that is related 

TO THE OTHER TWO (QOALITT AND UNIVERSAL ‘ Blue.’) , AND THAT 
SUBSTANCE HAS ALREADY BEEN EXPRESSED, IN ITS ENTIRETY— 
NOT IN PART, — BY THE WORD 'SLOE', — AND HAS ALSO BEEN 

apprehended by the Verbal Cognition brought about by 

THAT WORD , — SO THAT THE WORD ‘ LOTUS ’ WOULD BE ENTHtELY 
USELESS — (1112-1114) 


COMMENTARY 

If tho word 'blue’ does not denote the Substance related to the Quality 
and tho Universal ‘ Blue ’, as related to the Universal ‘ Lotus ’.-then (there 
is the following incongruity) 

The substance as related to the Universal ‘ Lotas ’ is not something entirely 
different from the substance as related to the QmlOy and Universal' Blue 
on tho basis whereof on the denotation of the Substance 
Quality and Universal * Blue there might be no denotation of the Substance 
unrelated to the Universal • Lotus • As a matter of fact, however, there is 
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no difference between tbe correlatives in the two oases , and hence the two 
substances must also be the same , and hence it cannot be right that on the 
denotation of one there should be no denotation of the other 

Further, even admitting what has been said, — the substance related to 
the Universal ‘ Lotus ’ may be different from that related to the Quality and 
the Universal 1 Blue ’ , even so the word ‘ Lotus ’ would be useless Because 
that lmpartite thing which is related to the Universal * Lotus 1 is exactly 
what is related to the two factors of the Quality and the Universal ‘ Blue - 
it is not anything different from it , and as that thing is impartite, it 
must have been denoted m its entirely, by the word 1 blue ’ , and it would 
also have figured m the Verbal Cognition — brought about by that word , — 
hence what would be left there undenoted m the denoting of which the 
word ‘ Lotus ’ would have its use ? — (1112-1114) 

Vddyotalara lias argued as follows — “ The assumption (made by the 
Buddhist) that * the object being impartite, whenever it is cognised, it is in 
its entirety, not in part ’ is not possible , because the word ‘ sarva (‘ entire ’ , 
‘ whole ’), is applied to things not-one (several), while the word ‘ ela ’ is 
applicable to the pari ” 

Anticipating this argument, the Author provides the following answer 
to it — 


TEXTS (1115-1116) 

It (it be said that), nr regard to a thing devoid of plurality, the 

ASSUMPTION OF THE ALTERNATIVES OF * ENTIRETY ’ AND 
SEVERALTY ’ (‘ PLURALITY ’) IS NOT POSSIBLE, — SUCH AN 
ASSERTION COULD ONLY PROCEED FROM IGNORANCE OF 
THE MEANING OF THE SENTENCE (USED BY US) 

What we made clear was that the first 

■WORD ‘ BLUE ’ ITSELF EXPRESSED ALL THAT 
HAD TO RE EXPRESSED, AND NO 
PART OF ITSELF WAS LEFT (UN- 
EXPRESSED) —1115-1116) 


COMMENTARY 

oid of plurality 1 — i e tho thing without parts 
The assumption, etc. etc ’, — the assumption of the alternatives — vis 
whether u hat figures as the object of the cognition is tho thing m tie entirety 
or in parts 

Tins assertion proceeds from ignorance of what our statement roenns 
For instance, wliat is meant b\ our statement that ‘by the very first word 
blue the tlung has been expressed in its entirety ’ is as follows —What has 
been expressed is the tlung exactlv as it stands, and no aspect of it lias been 
eft out, for the denoting of which the uord ‘lotus’ would bo required 
because thejlung has no parts —Such being our meaning, tho argument urged 
37 ° 
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bv Vddyolakam is m tho nature of Verbal Casuislru fattnb.ihm, « 

<o our stntomont no\cr intended bj us) — (1115-1116) 1 mng 

Thus Justus the 'u oid ‘lotus* Mould be useless, so also the use of 
Midi words ns non-otornnl ’ would bo useless, or if they were used, they 
would bo only synonyms,-- like tho words ‘ taru' and ‘ pcidapa ’ (both of 

" !uch sinnd for trrc ) —This is tho application of the said reasoning to other 
cases indicated in tho following 


TEXT (1117). 

lx THIS SAMI? WAV, THE UTTERING OF OTHER WORDS ALSO WOULD BE 
I RbITLESS In TACT, THE UTTERANCE OF SUOH WORDS WOULD 
ONLY MEAN SO MANY SYNONYMS — ( 1117 ) 

COMMENTARY 

1 Udiranam ’ — 1 e uso, utterance 
* Uktau ’ — 1 o in tho uttonng 

Tins idea has been expressed m the following statement — ‘A certain 
thing having beon entirely taken up bv a word — orbyamdea,- — there remains 
nothing else that- could bo expressed by another word or Idea , hence these 
w ould be sj nonvms ’ — (1117) 

\ 

Tho following might bo urged — “Under the theory of the Buddhist 
also, when a cortnm thing lias been expressed bv a word, there could be no 
doubtful or wrong cognition in regard to other aspects, and hence why 
should there not bo the incongruity of no other w ords being used ? ” 

Answer — 

TEXTS (1118-1119) 

For us, no external thing is expressed by the word , nor is any 
Idea of external things held to proceed from w'ords, — 

BY VIRTUE OF WHICH, THE THING IN ITS ENTIRETY 
HAVING BEEN TAKEN UP BY THESE TWO, ANY 
SUBSEQUENT WORD WOULD BE A 
MERE SYNONYM OF THAT 

WORD — (1118-1119) 


COMMENTARY 


‘ These two ’ — i e the said word and the said Idea 
‘ Subsequent coming later on —(1118-1119) 


Oucshon -‘‘Why is not the objection regarding the absence of co- 
Question y which the denotation of words is 

ordination applicable to the view 


‘ illusory ’ ? ” 
Answer — 
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TEXTS (1120-1121) 

What is produced by the word, nr due course, is only the Reflection ; 

AND IT IS THROUGH DELUSION THAT THIS APPEARS AS one 

and as external The Co-ordination and other 

RELATIONS ARE DUE TO THE REFLECTION 

In reality, all these words are 

HELD TO BE OBJECT- 
LESS —(1120-1121) 

COMMENTARY 

When the word ‘ blue ’ is uttered, what it brings about first of all is tile 
conceptual Reflection, excluded (differentiated) from all non-bine tlungs, and 
scintillating over the Lotus and other (blue) things and hence not excluding 
these latter, and conceived (objectively) m the external form , then when 
subsequently, the word 1 Lotus * is uttered, what it brings about is the con- 
ceptual Reflection, excluded from all that is non -lotus, and with the form of 
only one external tlung superimposed upon it , — in this way, in due course, 
there is brought about an illusory (conjunct) conceptual Reflection, excluded 
from the ‘ non-blue •'and the ‘ non-lotus with the one external form imposed 
upon it ,— and it is in consequence of this that an illusory co-ordination 
becomes possible 

“ Why is it not so, m reality ? ” 

Answer —In reality, all these Words are held to be objectless — (1120- 
1121) 

It lias been argued (under Text 973, bv Rumania) that—-" there can be 
no connection between tho Apoha and Gender, Number, etc ” 

The answer to this is as follows — 

TEXT (1122) 

As TOR THE CONNECTION OF GENDER AND NUMBER, IT IS NOT PRESENT 

in Individuals also , in fact, such connection is based 

ENTIRELY UPON CONTENTIONS SET UP BY THE WHIMS 
OF PEOPLE , IT IS NOTHING BEAL —(1122) 

COMMENTARY 

The fact of Gender, Number, etc. belonging to tlungs is not admitted, 
n net it 1*5 due entirely to Conventions set up at whim 

In Indniduals also ’ — the term ‘ also ’ is meant to include the Apoha 

The argument may be formulated thus —When one tiling does not follow 

the presence and absence of another thing, then it cannot belong to it , 

e g Coolness and Fire .—Gender and Number do not follow the presence and 
a wenee of individual things,— hence there is non-perception of the wider 
term (which implies the non-existence of the nnnwor) — (1122) 
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to be ‘not adniitfed**— ll0W ’ ^ th ° Bcason l“ st adduced cannot be s al d 




FOR T* Tlma CANN ° T HATE THEEB FORMS , 
IT DID, THEN, all COGNITIONS 
WOULD HAVE TO BE VARIEGATED T$ 
CHARACTER —(1123) 


wuuuuTAai 

J ?ZT’ Z a ‘! y M T ri *° t!,en ' 0D * «» three 

words- totok .totem and ‘to«’_ ln three genders being apph cable to 

tlic same flung (Bank of nt ere) ,-thc thmg „ ouid liave three fori , and Tt 

'! poss ‘ b ' 0 for 0,10 0!ld the SElne tlung to lavs the three forms-Mascukne 
Pouter nnd Pominmo , if it did, it would cease to be one thmg If, even 
t e presence of mutually incompatible properties, things were to b B one, then 
the entire universe would become a angle thing, and m that ease it would 
all bo produced and destroyed at one and the same time 

Thon again, on account of all things being expressed, by either one word 
or by another, as having the three genders, all cognitions relating to them 
would have to be vanegated in character.— (1123) 


The following might be urged — ** Even though all things may have 
three genders, yet the cognitions of tilings would appear exactly os envisaging 
that form alone which the speaker may desire to speak of , hence they could 
not be of variegated character ” 

The anew er to this is as follows — 


TEXT (1124) 

If they were dependent upon the speaker’s whim, then the 
Cognitions would not envisage the things at all Under 

THAT WHIM, THE COGNITIONS SHOULD BE OF ONE 
FORM, AND YET THE THING IS NOT OF 
ONE FORM— (1124) 

COMMENTARY 

< ff (ftcy, etc ’ — i e if the cognitions were dependent upon the whim 

B, through the Speaker’s wlmn, the Cognitions be of one form, then 
the Cognitions m question could not envisage things of three kinds (as 
having three Genders) , because no single flung has that (mixed) form , and 
it would thus be as objectless as the visual cognition of sound ' 

< Tadmshal i e through the speaker’s whim —(1124) 
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Some people think that “ the three genders m the case of the words 
cited may be explained as pertaining to the three states of the thing con- 
cerned (River-bank), — the three states being those of destruction, appearance 
and continuance ” 

That this also cannot be right is shown, m the following — 


TEXT (1125) 

If the application of the genders were based upon the states 
of continuance , appearance and destruction , — then, all the 

THREE GENDERS WOULD BECOME APPLICABLE 
TO ALL THINGS — (1125) 

COMMENTARY 

There is a hiatus after ‘ syat ’ (the conditional clause ending there) 

Tf the ‘ application ’ — regulation — of genders were based upon the states 
of continuance and the rest, then all the three genders would be applicable 
to all things, — like the River-bank, the Cham and so forth Because, as 
m the case of the River-bank, so elsewhere also, all the three states of con- 
tinuance and the rest would be there Otherwise, there should not. be three 
genders m the case of the three words ‘ tatah ’, 1 tali ’ and ‘ tatam ’ also ; as 
there is no difference between the two cases Thus the definition proposed 
becomes too wide — (1125) 

The definition is * too narrow ’ also, because it is not true in all eases , — 
this is what is shown in the following — 


TEXT (1126) 

There are three words used (nr connection with non-entities) — 
Abhaiah (Masculine) ‘ Nirupakhyam ’ (Neuter) and 
Tuchchhata ’ (Feminine) , what sort of connection 
with the states of continuance, etc could 

BE ASSUMED IN REGARD TO THE NON- 
ENTITIES (SPOKEN OF BY THESE 
WORDS) l — (1126) 

COMMENTARY 

El on m the ca=e of non-entities,,— such os the Hare's Horn and the 
™ ( ho state* of continuance, etc are not there ; and jet in regard to them 

words of nil three genders arc applied— in the slinpe of ‘ abhrnvh ’ (Masculine, 
-on existent), ' XirupSIhpam' (Neuter, Featureless) and ‘ Tuchchhata ' 
mi nine, Insignificant) So that the proposed regulation of genders 
cannot include such cases , lienee it i- foe narroti — (1120) 
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TEXTS (1127-1130) 

Oh things, — ‘appearance’ is Birth, ' destruction ’ is perishing, 
and ‘ continuance ’ is the Thing in its own form Now in 
Birth there is no perishing , why then is it spoken op as 
' Utpathh ’ (Feminine) * Nor is there existence m its own form , 
why then is it spoken op as ' janma ’ (Keuter) * In Destruction 
also, the other two states are not there , why then is it 
spoken op as * tirobMvah ’ (Masculine), ‘ nashah ’ (Masculine) 
and ‘ tirobhavanam ’ (Neuter) > As regards Continuance also, 
on what ground is it spoken op as ‘stkilih’ (Feminine) and 
‘ svabhavah ' (Masculine) «— If the form of these is not Dir- 

PEBENTIATED, THEN THEY SHOULD ALWAYS BE IN ONE AND THE 
SAME GENDER — (1127-1130) 


COMMENTARY 

For the following reason, the explanation proved ,s too narrow ~ 
Because m connection with the same sold states of Cont.nuance and the res , 

« » •— > “ ~ h “< ' ‘ £2? sr . 

For mstanM, Appmmnce P (Penslrng, Masculine) , Cenimaencc i, 

Destruction is spoken of as nashah ^nsiinfc, d , 

.. r.-Lr -^n.r,: ».*>» 

Appearance, there can be no - « (Fcmimn e) and ‘puma' (Neuter) 
then could such words as nlpatl » < t])ere cnn he no ‘con- 

be applied to it ? Similarly n » re ^ ^ cmjW * t bo spoken of l.v such 
tmuance ' or ‘appearance in , , -, Wt , (Masculine) and ‘tiroWio 

terms ns ‘ lirobhaiah (i ascii m * , tll0 p cxi serves to show that 

(Femimne) and ‘ Si-abhaiah Q lnsc "' l ™J (] c Continuance and ">•' rcvt ; 

It might be said at them mav be eapabh of 

are not differentiated among themselves, 

taking all the three Genders - , rd<1 __< jf the form of these, etc etc ; 

that is, if the form of these * " dere -(1127-1130) 
should, in realitj, bo onlv one, not three, 

„ “Tho Femimne, Jlasciilme nn'J r <lIW F ” 

The other party sajs ^crsal ‘ Con and the hi . 

rnanydtficrentMmv^h^^ 

The onswer to tins is « 
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TEXT (1131) 

If the Feminine and the best be held to be so many different 
Uniters als, — then all such should be regarded as 

DISCABDED BY THE REJECTION OF THE 

* Universal ’ itself — (1131) ' 

COMMENTARY 

On a previous occasion, m course of the Examination of the 1 Universal 
all particular Umversals also have been discarded , hence there can be no 
such particular Umversals as * Feminine ’ and the rest Hence the definition 
provided is an ‘impossible ’ one — (1131) 

Then again, m connection mth the particular Umversals, we find, — even 
without any othor Universal, the application of such Words as ‘jati/i 1 
(Feminine), ‘ bhaiah ’ (Masculine), ‘ samanyam ' (Neuter) , — hence the 
definition provided turns out to be ‘ too narrow ’ — Tins is what is shown 
m the follow mg — 


TEXT (1132) 

Such words are applied to particular Uniters als, as ‘jSlih ’ 
(Feminine), ‘ bhavah ' (Masculine) and 1 samanyam. ’ (Neuter) 

Nor is it possible for Uncversals to subsist in 
other Univehsals themselves 1132) 

COMMENTARY 

A oi is it possible, etc etc' — Because the doctnne (of the other partv) 
is that Umversals are devo.d of Umversals Tins has been said on the 
basis of the doctrine of the Vaishisilas 

The 1 aiyakaranos, Giammnimns, how ev er regard Umversals ns subsisting 
in mv ersnls nlso^, as declared in the following passage — 1 Even when tlio 
o jeet and the Universal are denoted, all words are denotative of the 
Universal masmuch ns nil tlungs exist m the form of then- functions 
» yajxi li/a, 3 1C) Yl lint these people mean is ns follows — The theories 
ni own m regard to Umversals bv otliei philosophers need not necessarily 
accepted bv Grammarians , ns n matter of fact, Umversals nro inferred 
rom the effects of the functions of the connection between the word and 
io resultant cognition , and there can be no limit- placed upon such Uruv ersals 
cnee the basis of tlio term ‘ Umversals ’ consists in that Umvorsnl winch 
ins n common substratum as inferred from the perception of tho effects 
o t w said functions YYhnt is meant bj tlio Umvorsnl ‘existing in tho 
onn of their functions is that their special character is restricted bv the 
functions of the won! and the resultant Idea 

Tins tlieorj should bo taken ns rejected bv what lias been said (under 
vNt 1131 , second lino) that ‘nil such Umversals should he taken ns dis- 
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pnrdf'd 1>\ tho rejection of t ho Um\ enrol itsolf (in (ho chnptoron Vmversak) 
(1132) 

1 Ilf follow tnp fc/l tlio objection thnt is equally applicable to all — 


TEXT (1133) 

How too ri\ mi re nr seen w onns as ‘ Abhavah ’ (Masculine), 
‘ Nintjnl liyam ' (Xu’Ti.n) and ' Tuchchhata ’ (Feminine) 5 — 
From am, dins it iollows that the entire scheme 
or TURPI. (tEM>I.RS IS PURELY CONVEN- 
TIONAL — (1133) 

COMMENTARY. 

'J’lioro m no Unix orsnl in non-entities like tlio Hare’B Homs , because it is 
n proper! x of entities . connequontlv the application of tho words ‘ ab/iaia ’ 
awl the rest to non-entities should bo impossible Consequents the said 
mlo regarding Genders is * too narrow ’ 

Thus it follows that tho entire scheme of the three Genders is based 
solely upon Com rations made aceordmg to tho wlum of speakers (1133) 

The following Tat shows thnt Number also (Iiko Gonder) cannot follow 
Hie presence and absence of the real state of things 


TEXT (1134) 


Number also is purely conventional, and is assumed ™gh ■.** 
tvimi or the Speaker, even when there is discrimination 

RETWEEN DIFFERENCE AND NON-DIFFERENCE , AS IS FOUND 
IN THE CASE OF WORDS LIKE * Dara ’ (WIFE), ETC 
iv-n ‘ Vtmna ’ (Forest), etc— (1134) 


COMMENTARY 

i rani In the ease of words 

rsrfwi” u. >■ >- - — '“ a 
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such words as ‘ darah ’, ‘ silata \ * varsa etc.— oven though there is no 
real multiplicity, yet they are used m the Plural Number Similarly in the 
case of such words as 4 Vana 4 Tnbhuvana , J agat , Sannapan , 
even though there is no singularity, yet they are used m the Singular 
Number. Hence our Reason cannot be said to be 1 TJngroven ’ 

Nor is our Reason * Inconclusive 7 , for, if it were so, then everything 
would belong to everything 

Lastly, because our Reason subsists in things where the Probandum 
is known to be present, therefore it cannot be said to be * Contradictory ’ — 
(1134) 

In the following [Texts the Author urges the fallacy of ‘ being unproven ’ 
against the Buddhist’s Reason — from Rumania's point of view . — 


TEXTS (1135-1136) 

“ Ip words like ‘ Ddrdh ’ are used in reference to the Individual 

AS WELL AS THE UNIVERSAL, IT IS SO APPLICABLE ON THE BASIS OF 

the Number of either Individuals or the Components — 

The word * Vana ’ denotes either Individuals as 

QUALIFIED BY THE NUMBER OF THE UNIVERSAL, OR 

the Universal as subsisting in a plurality 
of Individuals ” [ Shlalavartila-Vanavada 
92-94 ]— (1135-1136) 

COMMENTARY 

Rumania argues as follows — “ The word ’ darah ’ is applied sometimes 
to the Universal and sometimes to the Individual , when it is applied to the 
Universal, then it is used according to the Number of the Individuals,— 
and these Individuals consist in the many women , when however it is applied 
to the Individual, then it is used in accordance with the Plurality of the 
Components of the Individual, in the form of her hands, feet and other limbs. 
In the case of the word * Vana what are denoted are the Individuals, 
m the shape of tho Mango, Rhadira, Paldsha and other particular trees, ns 
qualified by the Number (Singular) of the Universal * Tree ’ subsisting m all 
those individual trees ; and that is why the word is used in the Singular 
Number vanam ’ • as what it denotes is the Substance qualified by tho 
"umber of the Universal Or what is denoted by the word * in na ’ is tho 
Umvemol itself os subsisting m the Individual trees, Dhava and the rest ; 
hence it is used in the Singular Number, the said Universal being one only. ” 
—0135-1130) 

The answer to the above is ns follows . — 
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TEXT (1137) 

& ?« ZSZZZZztz- — — • 

that way ,_then that 'tmh itself might 

BE THE BASIS IN THE CASES IN 
QUESTION ALSO —(1137) 


COMMENTARY 


In the nay described above,— all words m the Singular Number— lika 
elS, T » the said i ^ 

Z T, 7 . f f ,n r gard t0 9ver - v «"» “ *» Singular Number, it mfght 

be said that if the word ig used m reference to the Individual, etc ” 
{/Rumania s words m the preceding Text ) 

It might be argued t he t— " m the case of other w ords,— like ‘ vrlsah 
the Speaker’s wish does not he towards speaking of the Individuals and the 
Universal •’ 


In that case. Number (m words) would not b B in accordance with the 
number of things,— on the contrary, the presence and absence that would 
determine the Number (m words) would be the Speaker’s wish itself. In 
that case, m the case of words like * (tarah ’ also, that same wish may very 
well form the determining factor , the idea being that, even when there is 
no diversity (multiplicity) in the thing, the Plural Number is used because 
there is the Speaker’s wish to speak of it as many 
Thus our Reason is not ‘ unproven ’ — (1137) 


It has been asserted (by Rumania, quoted under Text 1138) that — 
“ the word ‘ i.ana ’ denotes the Individuals as qualified by the Number of 
the Universal " 

The answer to tins is as follows — 


TEXT (1138) 

These can be no Number in the Universal at all — Even if the 
Number were there in the Universal, how could the Indi- 
viduals BE QUALIFIED BY THAT NUMBER 1 — “ [THEY COULD 
be so qualified] through the connection of what w 
connected (indirectly), or through direct 
connection itself ” — [If this be held 

THEN THE ANSWER WOULD BE AS IN 
THE FOLLOWING Text] — (1138) 

COMMENTARY 

There can be no Number m the Universal , as it subsists m substance 

only 
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This has been said in accordance with the doctrine of the Vaishesikas 
In case that doctrine is not accepted, and it is held that Number does belong 
to the Universal, — then, in what way could it be established that the 
Individuals Dhaia and other trees, are qualified by that Number (of the 
Universal) ? 

The following explanation might be offered — “It could bo so 
established either {indirectly) through the connection of the connected , oi through 
direct Connection itself , that is, if the Number is something different from the 
Universal, then the Universal would be connected with the Singular Number,— 
and without Universal there would be connection of the Individuals, trees, 
Dhava and the rest , thus the qualifying of the Dhaia and other Individual 
Trees would be done indirectly , — if, on the other hand, the Number is not 
something different from the Universal, then that would be directly connected 
with the Individual Trees, which would thus become qualified by that 
Number Xn this way it would be established that the Individuals are 
‘ qualified by the Number of the Universal 1 — (1138) 


The following Text supplies the answer to the explanation given (in the 
latter jjart of the preceding Text) — 


TEXT (1139) 

If it be so, then even a single Tree could be spoken of as * Vana 
(Forest) , several trees also are spoken of as such only 
through Connection, and that is present in the 
single Tree also — (1139) 


COMMENTARY 

If the application of the word 1 vana * to Individual Trees, Dhava and 
the rest, be due onlv to the presence of the connection of the Connected , or 
of Connection it^lf, then even a single tree could be spoken of ns 1 Vana * , 
ns t io basis of the application would be present there For instance, even 
t esc\crnl trees— Dhaia nnd the rest — are spoken of ns 1 Tono \ only tlirough 
t io connection of the Number of the Unnersal, — nnd not tlirough anything 
else, and this connection is present in the single Tree also, —why then 
should this also not he spoken of ns 4 vana * » — (1 139) 

It has boon asserted (in Text 1 136 b\ Kum/inla) that 44 the word * xxina * 

may be tnken denoting the t-nnersn) subsisting m the mnny individual 
trees) ” 

The niisu or to tins is ns follows — 
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TEXT (1140) 

That (Universal) which subsists in the many individual trees 

IS THE SAME THAT SUBSISTS IN THE SINGLE INDIVIDUAL (TREE), — 
THE BASIS THEREOF BEING THE SAME IN BOTH CASES , 
CONSEQUENTLY, THE IDEA OF ‘ Vam ’ (FOREST) 

SHOULD BE THERE IN CONNECTION WITH 

the single Tree also — (1140) 

COMMENTARY 

tinder the said view also, a s ngle Tree could be spoken of as 1 Vana 
Because what the word ‘ vana ’ denotes is the Universal as subsisting 'in the 
many Individuals , and that same Universal subsists m the single Individual 
tree, Xfhava also , thus the basis of the notion of ' vana ’ being the same m 
all oases, why should the notion of ‘ vana ’ not appear in connection with the 
single tree also 1 — (1140) 

In the following Text , the Author sums up his Reasoning — 


TEXT (1141) 

Thus the use of words in the Singular and other numbers should 
be regarded through concomitance and non-concomitance, 

AS DEPENDING ENTIRELY UPON THE SPEAKERS WHIM, 

NOT UPON THE REAL STATE OF THINGS , AS IT 
is NOT ALWAYS IN ACCORDANCE WITH 

this latter — (HU) 


COMMENTARY 


• As if is, etc eta ’ 
by the words ■ 


— 

because the real state of things is not evactly as 

>ressea oy ~ (1141) N 

It has been argued (under Text ^whemthe ‘ efccfero’ 

I have no connection with 

meant to include the connection of Action, iim 
This is answered in the following 

TEXT (1142) 

« „ Tun ETC HAS BEEN ALREADY REJECTED 

“ CO ”'”be S ™ I”' A» ™«* “7“”“' 
also — (1142) 


■ttZSiZZZ'ZZ Action, ... 1.. — . 
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Even granting that these (Gender, Number, Action, etc ) belong to things, 
— inasmuch as the Apoha in the form of the ‘ Reflected Image 5 is appre- 
hended by deluded persons as something external, — through this appre- 
hension, connection with Gender, Number and the rest would be there through 
the Individual — Hence what has been asserted (by Rumania, under 973) 
to the effect that — “ the Individual being something that cannot be spoken 
of by words, the connection cannot be through that either”, — is ‘Incon- 
clusive ’ 

It is also ‘unproven’, ‘unadmitted’, under the theory that all this 
is purely ‘ lllusorj ’ , tins latter fact is shown in the following — 


TEXT (1143) 

In pact, the Apoha is denoted as apprehended in the porm op the 
Individual , and the Apoha therefore is connected with 
GENDER, ETC THROUGH THAT INDIVIDUAL (1143) 

COMMENTARY 

‘ Apoha is denoted ’ — by the Word. 

‘ Tat ’ — Therefore 
* Asya ’ — of the Apoha — (1143) 

It lias been argued (under 974, by Rumania) that— “ m the case of 
Verbs, ‘ the exclusion of other things ’ is not apprehended ” 

The answer to this is as follows — 


TEXT (1144) 

The Word is used only for the purpose of bringing about the 

COGNITION OP THE THING INTENDED , HENCE THE ' EXCLUSION 
OF WHAT IS NOT-INTENDED ’ BECOMES APPREHENDED 
BY IMPLICATION —(1144) 


COMMENTARY. 

““ the CaSP ° f Verbs the elusion of other things is not 
appro ion e cannot be admitted Because when a person uses a word, it 
IS not because lie is addicted to such use, but for the purpose of bringing 
0U , lp c0 E rutl0n > >n the person hearing the word— in regard to n certain 
ng ui is intended desired to be known Conseqnontlv, when the desired 
, \ n PP rcl hcndod the exclusion of the undcsircd thing also becomes nppre- 

C» c j\ implication , ns the ‘ desired ’ and tlie ‘ undesired ’ are mutimllv 
exclusive — ( 1144 ) 


It might ke argued tlint 

lc ns follows — 


all things are desired ” — The answer to thr 


X 
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TEXT (1145) 

All things cannot be deared 

— s: 0 — so 

CASE OF WORDS LIKE ‘ COOKS 1 AND THE LIKE, 

TKBRB is CLEARLY ‘ SOMETHING EX- 
CLUDED ’ —(1145) 

COMMENTARY 

If nil things were * desired ’ (to be expressed), then there could be no re- 
° denotation of nords, m that case, it would not be 
possible for the hearer to undertake any activity that might be called for 
on the hearing of the word , consequently it cannot be right that all things 
are desired (to be expressed) 

1'foiu all this it follows that m the case of words like ‘ cooks ’ (Verbs) 
there is ‘ exclusion of the undesired ’, by implication , and it is quite clearly 
apprehended — (1145) 

The following Texts also proceed to show how the said * exclusion of the 
unintended ’ is expressed by implication — 

TEXTS (1146-1147) 

When the verb ‘ pachah ’ (' Cooks ’) is uttered, what is understood 

IS THAT ‘ HE IS NOT DOING NOTHING, —NOB IS HE eating OR gambling 

WHERE THE ‘ EXCLUSION OF OTHER ACTS ’ IS CLEARLY APPRE- 
HENDED Thus, whatever is intended (to be spoken), 

THERE IS ALWAYS SOMETHING ' EXCLUDED ’ BY THE 
' Relative negation ’, — this something being 
‘ DOING NOTHING ' AND ALSO OTHER ACTS 
(THAN THE ONE MEANT TO BE SPOKEN 
OF BY THE VERB 

used) — <1146-1147) 


COMMENTARY 

From the above it is clear that the verb ‘pacbati ’ (cooks) excludes 
‘ doing no thing and also other acts like Eating, Gambling and the like,— 
which thus are the ‘ excluded’, through * Relative Negation’ Hence the 
assertion that “there is nothing that is denied m the form of Rolativo 
Negation” (Text 974) is not true , 

In the compound ‘ ParyndSmmalMpohyam ,— pargaiasatma! am is 

to be taken as qualifying ‘ apohyam \ , 

< Whatever u intended to be spcUn c/’g-hy that, there is something fo bo 
• excluded ’ through Relative Negation, m the shape of doing nothing 
the rest — (1146-1147) 
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It has been asserted {in Text 975, by Rumania) that the cooking 
remains un-negatived in its on n form ” 

The following Text shows that tins assertion involves self-contradiction 

on the part of Rumania — 


TEXTS (1148-1149) 

YoUB ASSERTION THAT “THE Cooking REMAINS UN-NEGATIVED IN ITS 
OWN FORM ” INVOLVES SELF-CONTRADICTION , BECAUSE THE 
WORDS * IN ITS OWN FORM ’ CAN ONLY MEAN THAT ‘ THERE 
IS NEGATIVING OF THE FORM OF OTHER ACTS ’ , 

OTHERWISE THE EMPHASISING WOULD BE 

MEANINGLESS — (1148-1149) 

COMMENTARY 

Question — “ In w hat w av is there self-contradiction 5 ” 

Answer — ‘ Because uhat the words , etc etc ’ — That is, when it is asserted 
that ‘ the Cooking remains un-negntu od i n its own form ’, the emphasis laid 
upon the last phrase indicates that the Cooking remains itself by -negativing 
the forms of other acts If that neie not the meaning, then the emphasis 
that you have laid upon the phrase ‘ m its on n form ’ would be meaningless, 
as there would be nothing that w ould be precluded by that emphasis — (1148 
-1149) 

It lias been argued (under Text 97C, by Rumania) that — “ the idea of 
sometlung to be accomplished, as also the idea of the Past, etc would be 
baseless ” 

Tins is answered in the following — 


TEXTS (1150-1131) 

Apoha BEING FEATURELESS, WHAT SORT OF ‘ ACCOMPLISHMENT ’ COULD 
THERE BE OF IT 2 CERTAINLY THERE IS NO ‘ ACCOMPLISHMENT ’ 

of the 1 Sky-lotus ’ etc — Ir it be urged that “ in- 
asmuch AS IT IS AFPBEHENDED AS A thing, IT APPEARS 
as v ilk features ’ — then (we ask) what if 
it is so 2 — [It may be said that] “ from 

THIS IT WOULD FOLLOW THAT IT 
HAS THE SAME PROPERTIES AS 
ENTITIES ” — (1150-1131) 

COMMENTARY. 

If the -InofiO hno bean apprehended b\ jou no featureless, then how 
11,1 1 011 t,B ' “ beemi'-e it jo accomplished ’ ’ Certainly th"re is no arcom - 
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“ ra>%, yet by MM AM ' * 

and honco, it 'eo,n ( ,to U a ; P e”^ u l n r ,Ved "* “ «, 

The answer to the above argument of the opponent is that, if it is as 
just explained, then you yourself have shown the basis of the notion of 
being accomplished ' and of that of ‘past ’ and so forth, and consequently 
you should not 6 ay that all this becomes baseless 
Tins zs what is shown in the following — • 


TEXT (1152). 

Tans trek, the notion or ' being accomplished as also the con- 

OEPTION OE THE ' PAST ’ ETC BEING OB THE SAME BORM AS 

Positive entities, — comes to bb based toon 

THAT SAME' — (1152) 

COMMENTARY 

' Based upon that some — i e baaed upon the apprehension of the 
fact that they are of the same character as Positive entities — (1162) 

It has been argued (under Text 977, by KutnSrtla ) that — “ In the cubb of 
all such denotations as Injunction and the -rest, there is no idea of the 
exclusion of other things " 

The answer to this is aB follows • — 


TEXT (1153) 

In the case of all such Denotations as the Injunction and the 

USE,— WHAT IS ‘ EXCLUDED ’ (NEGATIVED) IS ‘ NON-EXISTENOB ’, 

ETC , EXACTLY THAT WHICH IS NOT MEANT TO BE SPOKEN 

OB, BUT THIS IS DONE BY IMEUOATION, — 

NOT DIRECTLY BY THE WORD — (1153) 

COMMENTARY 

All such Denotations as the Injunction and the like are always 
differentiated from * Negation ■ and the rest, and are apprehended as such ; 
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so that what is ' excluded ’ and negatived in their case is ‘ non-existence 
which is what is not meant to be spoken of by the word concerned Thus 
there is here also the apprehension of the 1 exclusion of other things ’ — 
<1153) 

It has been argued (under Text, 977, by Rumania ) that — •“ In the case 
of a negative appearing with another negative, what sort of Apoha could be 
there ? ” 

The answer to this is as follows — 


TEXTS (1154-1156) 

Of similar kind would be the Apoha, when a negative is joined 

WITH ANOTHER NEGATIVE , JUST AS IT IS APPREHENDED WHEN 
THERE ARE FOUR NEGATIVES In SOME OASES, WHEN A NEGATIVE IS 
ASSOCIATED WITH ANOTHER NEGATIVE, WHAT IS APPREHENDED FROM 
IT IS SOMETHING POSITIVE , THE THIRD NEGATIVE EXPRESSES THE 
NEGATION (ABSENCE) OF THAT POSITIVE THING , AND WHEN FOR T UT! 
NEGATIVING OF THAT AGAIN A FOURTH NEGATIVE IS USED, IF 
THAT IS MEANT TO BE SPOKEN OF, WHAT IS DENOTED BY IT IS THE 
‘ EXCLUSION OF ANOTHER ’ (1154-1156) 

COMMENTARY. 

* Tachehatuflaya, etc ' — where there are four negatives. 

Question . — ** In what form is it apprehended ? ” 

Answer — ‘ When a negative, etc etc. ’ — The word * arthah ’ is to be taken 
as co-ordinated with the word * vidhih ' 

Negation of that ’, — i e the negation oi the said positive thing 
.For the negativing of that ’, — 1 e for the negativing of what has been 
expressed bv the third negative (by itself), as apart from the positive factor 
Turiyah ’ is fourth , — the form being due to the rule winch lays down 
the addition of the affix * yat ’ in the sense of mahing up, to the term * chatur 
and the elision of the first letter 

If that is meant to be spohen of — i e on the use of the fourth negative 
B.V it ’ — i c by the fourth negative 

The exclusion of another is denoted ’ ; — i.e it expresses the Reflection, 
m the positive form, ns differentiated from the negation expressed by the 
third negative — (1154-1150) 


The Author makes tlus sumo idea dear bv means of an Example • 

3S 
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TEXTS (1157-1158) 

When it is said ‘ ndsau no pachaii ’ (‘ It is not that he does not 

COOK ’) WHAT IS TJNDEBSTOOD IS THAT 'HE OOOKS ’ , IP A THIRD 
NEGATIVE IS ADDED, WHAT IS UNDERSTOOD IS EITHER THAT 
‘ HE IS DOING NOTHING ’ OR THAT ‘ HE IS DOING SOME- 
THING OTHER THAN COOKING ’ AND WHEN A 
FOURTH NEGATIVE IS ADDED, WHAT IS UNDER- 
STOOD IS SOMETHING DIFFERENTIATED 
FROM THIS LAST, THAT IS, *HE IS OOOX- 
XNG’. So 'THAT HERE THE ‘EX- 
CLUSION OF ANOTHER ’ IS 
SIMILAR TO THAT IN THE 

case of the affirmative 
sentence . — (1167-1 158) 


COMMENTARY. 

* Differentiated, etc . ’ — i e from the idea of his doing nothing, or of his 
doing something other than cooking 

« Exclusion of another is similar to that m the case, etc etc . ' Just as 
m the case of the affirmative sentence ‘He is cooking what is expressed 
by implication is the negation of his doing nothing or doing something ehe,- 
so also in the case of the second negative, it is seen that it expresses the 
negation of the same doing nothing, etc It is only for the purpose of making 
things clearer that the use of four negatives has been cited -(1167-1168) 

It has been argued (under Text 078, by Rumania) that-" in the case 
of the particles cha and the rest, there can be no connection with the 

negative 

The answer to this ib aB follows 

TEXT (1159). 

OF PARTICLES LIKE ‘ cha 1 THE MEANING INTENDED IS SOMETH! NGLIKE 

°’ Z“^or. - =».—»“ ” 

that, of things other than teat, a r m shape 

, < nwrrnN ’ AND THE LIKE (lioa) 


COMMENTARY. 

tr^ri-ssssr* - -• — d “” 

phaS1B . e other than Combination, etc 

‘ Other than that > i e (1169) 

> By that ’-i e. by the term cha -{Um 
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It has been argued (under Text 978, by Rumania) that — “ In the ease 
of the meaning of the Sentence, ‘ exclusion of other things ’ cannot be 
indicated ” 

The answer to this is as follows • — 

TEXTS (1160-1161) 

‘ The exclusion of others ’ is clearly understood in the case of 

THE MEANING OF A SENTENCE It IS ONLY THE DENOTATIONS OF 
CERTAIN WORDS CONSTRUED TOGETHER THAT IS SPOKEN OF 
AS ‘ THE MEANING OF THE SENTENCE ’ , WHAT WOULD BE ‘ EX- 
CLUDED ’ BY THESE WORDS WOULD CLEARLY BE THE THINGS 
DIFFERENT FROM THOSE DENOTED BY THESE WORDS , SO 
THAT THE SAME WOULD BE ‘ EXCLUDED 1 BY THE MEANING 

of the Sentence also. Because the meaning of the 
Sentence is nothing apart from the meanings of 
the words (composing it) — (1160-1161) 

COMMENTARY 

‘ Construed together ' — Related, as cause and effect. 

' Things excluded ' — by the words. 

Objection — “ The denotation of words is one thing, and totally different 
from that is the meaning of the Sentence , why then is it said that what are 
* excluded ’ hy the denotation of the words would also be * excluded ’ by the 
meaning of the sentence i ” 

Answer — ‘ It is nothing apart from that ’ , — the meaning of the sentence 
is not anything different from the denotations of the words, — in the shape of 
something of a mixed character, like the colour of the Kalmasa ; because 
such a thing, if it existed, would be perceited, and jet it is not per- 
ceived -(1100-1161) 

Tlus same idea is made clearer by means of on Example — 

TEXT (1162) 

When the meaning of the Sentence — ‘ Chailra, bring the cow ’, — 

HAS BEEN COMPREHENDED, WHAT IS UNDERSTOOD, BY IXrPLICA- 
TION, IS THE Apoha (EXCLUSION) OF OTHER AGENTS, 

OTHER OBJECTS AND SO FORTH (THAN 
THOSE EXPRESSED BY THE WORDS OF 

the Sentence) — (11G2) 

COMMENTARY 

In the cn«o of the >=nid ■sentence, nothing else comes into the mind 
except what is expressed liv the words — ‘ Chailra ’ etc — composing it , and 
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y ono , and tlioro « ould bo an end to all usage m the world —(1162) 


It has been argued (under Text 979, by Kumanla) that— “nothing is 
comprohondod in the ease of such v ords as • Non-exclusion of others ’ 
(‘ anany&poha ’) ", 

Tho answer to this is ns follows — 


TEXT (1163) 

In the case or SUCH words as ‘ anany&poha ' (‘ non-exclusion or 

OTHERS ’), WHAT IS COMPREHENDED CANNOT BE SOMETHING 
POSITIVE, AS DESIRED BY THE OTHER PARTY , BECAUSE 

the Universal and such other likely 
positive denotations have been 
already discarded — (1163) 

COMMENTARY 

It is true that, m reality, nothing positive, — m the shape of the Universal, 
eto is comprehended , because all these have been rejected in detail in 
the Chapters dealing with the Universal, etc — (1163) 


Question — “ What, then, is it that is comprehended ? ” 
Answer . — 


TEXT (1164) 


In pact, the conception that follows prom this word envisages 

SOMETHING POSITIVE-, AND IT IS ONLY LATER ON THAT THERE 
APPEARS THE IDEA OF THE NEGATION (EXCLUSION) OF 
WHAT IS DENOTED BY THE WORD ' Apoha ’ (1164) 


COMMENTARY 

nh«,rf,nn —‘‘If It IS held that there appears the idea of the negation 
Objection .1 » then AtioHcl only should not 

Answer — 
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TEXT (1165) 

Words mkb this, however, are unconformable, as there is absence 

of connection All verbal cognitions do not always 

ENVISAGE THINGS AS THEY ACTUALLY EXIST (1165) 
COMMENTARY 

‘ Words his this i e Like ‘ ananyapoha 

‘ Unconformable ’, — l e not in conformity with any real state of things 

Question . — “ Why so J ” 

Answer — ‘ As there is absence of connection ’ , — i e there is no connec- 
tion with any such thing as is expressed by the word , because any positive 
entity m the shape of the Universal, etc as denoted by words has already 
been rejected 

Question — “ If that is so, then how is it that the word ' Ananyapoha ’ 
bnngs about the idea of the ‘ negation of what is denoted by the word ‘ Apoha ' 
(as just declared by you) ? ” 

Answer — *All verbal cognitions , etc etc * — That is, there are some 
verbal cognitions, as arising out of impressions due to repeated false con- 
ceptions, which envisage things that do not exist , and either the existence 
or non-existence of things cannot be proved on the basis of such cognitions — 
(1105) 

It has been argued (under Text 979, by Rumania) that—" in the case 
of such words ns cognisable, Inowable and the like, there can be nothing that 
is ‘ excluded ’ " 

The answ er to this is as follows — 

TEXT (1166) 

In THE CASE OF SUCH WORDS AS ‘ COGNISABLE ’ AND ‘ KNOWABLE — 

WHICH IS IT IN WHOSE CASE THEBE IS NOTHING ‘ EXCLUDED ’ ? 

Certainly, such a word is never used by in- 
telligent MEN, ALONE BY ITSELF AND 
SUDDENLY (1166) 

COMMENTARY. 

Among the words 1 cognisable ' and the like, wluch is it in whose easo 
it is said that there is notlung ' excluded ’ ’ — K it is said in regard to tho 
word ‘ know able ’ alone by itself, apart from anv sentence, and independently 
of all connection with other words, — then the argument is superfluous ; 
because a w ord alone by itself is ne\ er used, and hence has no meaning at all 

This ir whet is shown in the text by the words — 1 Certainly such a 
word, etc etc .' , — * alone — without anv other words — ‘ Suddenly ’ — without 
any context 

As a matter of fact, it is for the benefit of the listeners that words arc 
uttered, — not because the speaker has tho liabit of using them , — and a 
single w ord could not confer ah> benefit on the listener, in the shape of remov- 
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mg Ins doubt or ignorance, For instance, if the w ord cUd bring about in the 
listener a cognition free from all doubt, after setting aside his doubts and 
misconceived notions, — then it would have conferred a benefit on him ; 
no such benefit can be said to be conferred by any word used Bingly by itself. 
—(1100) 

In fact, the use of the word has its use only in helping to remove the 
doubt and ignorance of the listener and bring about his well-ascertained 
cognition , and hence it can be usefully used only m a sentence , — this is 
what is shown, m the follow mg — 


TEXTS (1167-1168) 

In fact, the Word is used by intelligent persons only for the 

PURPOSE OF REMOVING THE DOUBTFUL AND WRONG IDEAS THAT 
SOME ONE MAY HAVE IN REGARD TO A CERTAIN THING, 
CONSEQUENTLY, IT IS ONLY WHEN USED BY SUCH MEN 
AND WHEN BRINGING ABOUT COGNITIONS FREE 
FROM DOUBT AND MISTAKE THAT THE WORD 
BECOMES USEFUL — (1167-1188) 


commentary 

• Arela ' is Doubt. 

• Some one ’ — i.e the listener 

• In regard to a certain thing ’ — some object 

• For removing it, etc.’— i e for removing doubt and wrong notions 

• Tina ’ — by such words as * knowable ’ and the like 
1 Taih ’—by the intelligent persons — (1167-1188) 


If what the opponent has said is with reference to the words m question 
as occurring in a sentence, -then what is said cannot Tie admitted.-Tlus 
shown in the following — 


TEXTS (1169-1170) 

What is regarded by dull-witted persons as open to doubt is 

WHAT IS ‘EXCLUDED’ BY THE WORD IN QUESTION, 

THE UTTERANCE OF THE WORD WOULD BE USELESS IF 
DOES NOT REGARD ANYTHING AS OPEN TO DOUBT, TH N 
WHY DOES HE ASK (ANOTHER PERSON) ABOUT IT <— 

If ONE UTTERS A WORD THAT DOES NOT 
BRING ABOUT EMBELLISHMENT (ENLIGBTEN- 
MENT),— HOW CAN HE BE REGARDED AS A 

sane-minded person (1169-1170) 


COMMENTARY 
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telligence, — as open to doubt Hence it cannot be admitted that m the 
case of words Uke ' knowable there is nothing that can be * excluded’. 

• otherwise ’ ; — if it does not * exclude ’ what is doubted by dull-witted 
persons 

It might be argued that — “The listener may have not doubted anything . 

The answer to that is — 1 If he does not regard, etc etc. ’ — H the listener 
has no doubts regarding anything, then why does he seek for advice from 
another person ? It* is only for ascertaining things that one questions 
another person , otherwise he would be mad. 

It might be argued that — “ Even if the listener has any doubts regarding 
anything, that doubt cannot be removed by the word m question ” 

The answer to this is — * If one utters a word, etc etc ’ ; Samsh&ra 
is embellishment, m the form of the removal of the listener's doubt , the word 
that has this embellishment is one that brings about the said removal ; the 
affix ‘ hap 1 is added according to PBnini's Sutra ' Shegad uibhSQa, ’ 

1 Bruvan ’, — the explainer using the word 

* Sow can he, etc. etc ’ — That is, he would be insane. Because it is only 
for the embellishment (enlightenment) of listeners that words are used. 
(1109-1170) 

Question : — “What, and in what sentence, is that which is open to 
doubt in the mind of the dull-witted person, — which is ‘ excluded ’ by the 
word in question t " 

Answer : — 

TEXT (1171). 

When it is asserted that ‘ Colour is cognisable by visual perception ’ 

— THIS CERTAINLY SERVES TO * EXCLUDE ’ (DENY) SOMETHING 
SUPPOSED BY SOME PERSON — (1171) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Tins ’ — i.e the sentence ‘ Colour is cognisable by Visual Perception ’ 

—(mi) 

Question • — “ What is it that is supposed ? " 

Answer — 

TEXT (1172). 

(The supposition is] — " It is not by the Cognition through the 
Eye alone that the Blue and other colours are cognisable, — 
but also by the one eternal Cognition, through 
the Ear also.” — (1172) 

COMMENTARY. 

The dull-witted man might suppose that Colour is cognisablo also 
bv the Eternal Cognition through the Ear ; — and it is this supposition that 
n excluded ’ (negatived) by the sentence * Colour is cognisable by tho 
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Cognition through the Eye ’ j the meaning being that — ‘ Colour is cognisable 
by Cognition through the Eyo only, not by Cognition through the Ear and other 
organs ’ — (1 172) 


TEXTS (1173-1174) 

The word ' cognisable ’ is used when there are such doubts as — 

(a) * ARE ALL THINGS COGNISABLE AS MOMENTARY, OR NOT * — 

(6) Are all things cognisable by the cognition of an 

ALL-KNOWING PERSON * (c) ARE NEGATIONS, WHICH DO 

NOT BRING ABOUT ANY COGNITION, COGNISABLE ? — 

(1173-1174) 

COMMENTARY 

(a) ‘ Are all things cognisable as momentary, or not » ’—(b) • Are all 
things cognisable by the Cognition of an Omniscient Person 7 ’—(c) ‘ Are 
Negations, — u Inch are of the nature of the absence of all determining features, 
and winch do not even bring about a cognition— cognisable f ’—When such 
doubts appear, then, it is said— ‘all things are cognisable as momentary ,— 
and they are cognisable by an Omniscient Person —and Negations also are 
cognisable ’ —And m all these what is * excluded ’ (negatived) is the supposition 
that * things are cognisable as non-momentary ’ and so forth -(1173-1174) 

Question — "Is all this supposition negatived by the mere assertion 
(of cogmsabthty m a certain form) 7 ” 

Ansucr — 


TEXT (1175) 

That they are cognisable in the forms asserted follows from the 
FACT THAT IT HAS BEEN PROVED THAT ALL THINGS ARE momentary 

and so forth Negation also is cognisable as illusory, as 

IT HAS BEEN PROVED THAT IT IS IN THAT FORM —(1175) 
COMMENTARY. 

• In the forms asserted ’-i . as ‘ momentary ’ and the rest , as all this 

has been established by proofs „ 

Question “ How is Negation cogmsaWe 7 , e m 

Answer Negation also is cognisable, etc etc m that form 

the form of Negation a i s0 802ne bow proved to exist. 

As a matter of fact, even BO , then there could be 

hence they are regarded as cognisable , if they wer 

no usage regarding them (H °> 

, W otds cognisable as evanescent (non-eternal). 
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if the man who is ignorant of the context m which the word * cognisable ’ 
has been uttered, hears only the word * cognisable there does'appear in 
him some sort of a cognition of a nebulous character — If then the word 
‘ cognisable ’ by itself (apart from a sentence) had no denotation, then how is 
there the said cognition that is expressed bv it ’ ” 

Ansner — 


TEXTS (1176-1178) 

That words like ‘ knowable * cognisable ’ serve as the means 

OF PRODUCING COGNITIONS (IDEAS) HAVING BEEN PERCEIVED ONLY 
WHEN THEY APPEAR IN A SENTENCE, — IF, AT SOME OTHER TIME, 
THEY ARE FOUND TO BE USED ALONE BY THEMSELVES, THE IDEA 
THAT IS PRODUCED BY THEM, IN REGARD TO THINGS THAT ARE 
NEBULOUS, IS IN ACCORDANCE WITH WHAT HAS BEEN FOUND IN 

THE CASE OF THEIR USE IN A SENTENCE In FACT, IN THE CASE 

OF WORDS L IK E * JAR ’ ALSO, PT IS THE SAME , SO THAT THE WORDS 
‘ KNOWABLE ’ AND THE LIKE ARE JUST LIKE THE WORDS ‘ JaR ’ AND 
THE REST — (1176-1178) 

COMMENTARY 

What the whole of this means is as follows — As a matter of fact, there 
is no Cognition following from the hearing of the word (‘cognisable’) by 
itself , what happens in such cases is that the man has previously heard tlio 
word used m a sentence as conveying a definite meaning, — so that when 
he subsequently hears it pronounced alone bv itself, he has his mind influenced 
by the similarity of the word in the two cases, and he comes to presume 
that he has understood its meaning That this is so is shown by the 
fact that under this latter presumption, the nebulous and wavering idea that 
the listener has is of those same things which he cognised on previous occasions, 
when the w ord w as used in sentences This is exactly the same as in the case 
o the ordinary words like ‘ Jar ’ — For instance, the question having been 
put— ‘Shall X bring water m a Jar or m the Hands !— The answer is ‘In 
the Jar , if the man w ho hears this last w ord alone is ignorant of the context 
in which it has been uttered, — the idea that he has is in accordance with the 
meaning of the w ord 1 Jar ’ that he had understood in those previous sentences 
that he had heard with that word in them 

Thus then it follows that words like ‘ cognisable ’ are just as denotative 
o particular things as other donotatne words This is what is pointed 
out in the Text by the words — ‘ So that, etc etc ’ — (1176-1178) 


It has been argued (under Text 080, by Rumania) that— “ Rather than 
assume the Thing ‘ excluded it is far better to assume the thing itself ” 
Tlug is answered m the following — 
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TEXTS (1179-1180). 

The statement that, “ Bather than assume the ‘ excluded ’ thing 

IT IS FAR BETTER TO ASSUME THE THING ITSELF”, 18 8BLF-OON- 
TRADIOTORY , AS IN EVERY CASE THERE IS ‘ EXCLUSION OF 
SOME OTHER THING '. THAT THING ALONE IS ASSUMED 
WHICH IS MEANT TO BE SPOKEN OF , HENCE THERE IS 
IMPLICATION OF THAT WHICH IS MEANT TO BE 
SPOKEN OF BUT ALL THINGS ARE NOT 
MEANT TO BE SPOKEN OF. — (1179-118 0 ) 


COMMENTARY 


• Thing itself, etc etc, ' —It is an Entity,— not not a non-entity — meant to 
be spoken of, which is assumed by ua, on the basis of actual cognition, to be 
* denoted ’ by the word , hence when that is apprehended, there is, through 
Implication, the ‘ Exclusion ’ of what is not meant to be spoken of , so that 
our explanation of the word and its denotation does not fail to apply in any 
case 

In fact, it is m reference exactly to those cases where doubts are likely 
to arise in the nund of the dull-wittod person that our Teacher haa made 
the following statement Having assumed the nan-coy»»so6fe, throu^i 
the exclusion of that, we have the inference of the cognisable' —(1179-11 ) 


It has been argued (under Text 980, by KtmSrila) that— “ Inasmuch as 
the idealistic form of things has been denied, nothing internal (purely sub- 
jective) can be denoted by words ’ . 

The answer to that is as follows * 


TEXTS (1181-1183) 

As FOR THE DENIAL of the Idealistic form of things-sw* nna » 

IMPOSSIBLE BECAUSE THE FACT IS SELF-EVIDENT , AS ACTUALLY 
THERE ARE SEVERAL IMPOSITIONS WITHOUT ANY BASIO REAM 

“ BE ADMITTED THAT THERE MUST BE SOMETHING IN THE 

Semo;°— , yT n _ - B -— » 

EACH OBJECT VM * BY IT,^ ««* ^ ^ ^ 

‘ NAT,TBE ’ ‘ Reflected Image >, ' Appearance 

SPOKEN OF BY US AS YORK , » ^ „ 0NLY A DIFFEK- 

‘ Figuring , Manifestation ° ^ DnrJ?EBEN0B -(1181-1183) 
ence in the name, without any real DIF! 

COMMENTARY 

.. ■ w* °< «* “• b “” ! “ “* 

of the Idea (cognition) self-evident 1 ’ 
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Answer — ‘ As actually there are , etc etc ' — In Dreams and other forms 
of cognition, it is found that, even in the absence of a real substratum, there are 
imposed cognitions, clearly known to the meanest cowherd, — and this fact is 
self-evident to every man m Ins own experience. It cannot be right to say 
that “ in these cases what is cognised is the real tiling as existing at other 
places and at other times ” , — because the thing cognised is not cogmsed in 
that form , and one thing cannot be cogmsed m the form of any other thing j 
for if it did, then it would lead to an absurdity 

Further, you will have to admit that there is some peculiarity m the 
Cognition itself due to the cogmsed object, — by virtue of u Inch, even though 
as Cognition, every Cognition is the same, yet every individual cognition 
differs from the other, so that in. one there is apprehension of the Blue, not 
of the Yellow colour , and on this basis there is a differentiation in Cognition — 
And when you admit this, then, by implication, it would also become admitted 
that the Cognition has form Because without such form it would be lm* 
possible to definitely ascertain the particular nature of the Cognition Hence 
what you speak of as the * nature ’ of the Cognition is nothing other than 
what we speak of as ‘ Form * Figuring ’ and so forth , so that the only 
dispute between us is one regarding names — (1181-1183) 

It has been argued (under Text 981, by Kumdnla) that— 1 “ Nothing 
excluded is noticed m the case of such words as * evarn ’ and the like ”, 

The answer to this is as follows — 


TEXT (1184) 

In the case of the word ‘ evarn ’ (Thus), there is ‘ naivam ’ (not 

thus) WHICH IS CLEANLY ‘ EXCLUDED ’ , IN THE SENSE OF ‘ IN 

another manner ’ —( 1184 ) 

COMMENTARY 

‘ It is thus and not thus m this wav there is the idea of • another 
manner wh,ch is what is ‘ excluded ’—differentiated— by the word ‘ evarn 
bus ; and this is clearly apprehended —So that our theory of Verbal 
enotation does not fail to apply to this case also — (11 84) 


T , * luS way ths criticisms urged bv Rumania have been answered 
Author now proceeds to answer those urged by Vddyotalara 

be® been argued (under Text 982. bv Vddyotalara)—" What is ,t 
is assumed to bo excluded in the case of the uord ‘ earva ', ‘ all ’ ? ” 

The answer to that is as follows .— 
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TEXT (1186) 

IN the case op the word ‘all 1 ALSO, AS presented in ACTUAL USAGE 
THERE IS SOMETHING ' EXCEEDED ’ , AND WHAT IS REGAI^aT 
MEANT TO BE SPOKEN OF HERE ALSO IS THE ■ EXCLUSION 
OP OTHERS ’ —(1185) 

COMMENTARY 

Hera also, as m the ease of words like ‘ knowable the word ‘all ’ is 

rrr 1 . f™ * ■ ■* » *>■»» — i » . i 

the m N i I If WO W 3USt thot m regard t0 wluch ihere ™ B >‘ h0 d ™ u “ 

fciie mmd of dull-witted persons 

Abfmikitmlak ' — meant to be spoken of — (1185) 


Question — “ What is it that is meant to bo spoken of J ” 
Answer — 


TEXT (1186) 

All THINGS ARE SOULLESS ‘all MEN ARE GONE — IN SUCH SENTENCES, 
WHAT IS APPREHENDED IS entirely , AND WHAT IS ‘ EXCLUDED ’ 

IS A CERTAIN FACTOR —(1180) 

COMMENTARY. 

Question i — “ What is the factor that is excluded f ” 

Answer — 

TEXT (1187) 

There are stjch misconceptions as— ‘only external things like 
the Jar are soulless ‘only some men can go ’ , and it is 

THESE TEAT ARE ' EXCLUDED ' — (1187) 

COMMENTARY. 

It lias been argued (under Text 983, by Uddyolalaia) that — ‘‘If it be 
held that one and the rest are excluded by the word * oil etc etc ” 

The answer to that is as follows — 


TEXT (1188) 


In the case op the word ‘ all the negation of all parts is not 

WHAT IS MEANT TO BE SPOKEN OP , HENCE THE INCONGRUITY OF 
THE ‘ EXCLUSION OF ITS OWN MEANING ’ THAT HAS BEEN 
URGED HAS BEEN SO UNDER IGNORANCE —(1188) 


COMMENTARY. 

If it were meant that when the word ‘ all ’ is used m a sentence in the 
course of usage, there is negation of oil parts,-#** there might bo ' exclusion 
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of its own meaning ’ — As a matter o£ fact however, what is held to be 
negatived is only that winch is open to doubt by the dull-witted person ; 
how then can there be any 1 exclusion of its own meaning ’ f 

The same reasoning applies to the case of such words as * adi 1 and the 
like.— (1188) 

It has been asked (under Text 986) — “ Is it positive or negative 1 ” 

The answer to this is as follows — 


TEXT (1189) 

It is neither Positive nor Negative , it is neither diverse nor same , 
it is neither subsistent , nor non-subsistent , rr is neither 
one nor many — (1189) 


COMMENTARY 

Question • — “ Why is it not positive ? ” 

Answer — 

TEXT (1190) 

In beauty, it does not exist m the form in which it is apprehended , 
HENCE IT CANNOT BE POSITIVE NOR IS IT Negative, AS IT 
IS APPREHENDED AS AN ENTITY — (1190) 

COMMENTARY 

By deluded people it is apprehended as something external, and yet 
it does not exist m that form , and as having no external form, it is not 
Positive 

Question — “ Why cannot it be negative ? ” 

Answer — ' Nor is it negative, because it is apprehended as an entity' , 
and yet, as it presents itself as something external, it cannot be said to be 
entirely negative — (1190) 

Question — 11 Why cannot Apoha be of the nature of * diversity * or of 
‘sameness ’ ? ” 

Answer — 

TEXT (1191) 

‘Diversity' (Difference) and ‘ Sameness ’ (Non-difference), etc. 

ARE RESIDENT IN entities ; WHILE THE ‘ DENOTATION OF 
WORDS ’ IS ENTIRELY FEATURELESS . HENCE THE SAID 
CHARACTERS HAVE NO PUCE HERE — (1191) 


COJEMENTARY 


Diversity and eameness 
the * etc.’ including 1 being 


, etc ’ — 5 e Difference and Non -difference, etc. — 
subsistent ’ and ‘ non-subsistent ’ and so forth. 
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It has been argue] ™- aI^ t ° *T ° f C °«W Thought f 
objective has to be pTntedou^ ? **”* ° f the ~ - its 

the w^TrtwS^S fl ^^r us v\ e T a d “ by 

Sr *• of “• »<»*■ s 

forth (by aSL^jla^to Zhoth™7t TT‘ aItematlV6S «* 


ft has been asked 
of the iVort-Cicw to the 
The answer to this 


(under Text 880)— '■ Who has attributed the character 
Cow, that it has to be ‘ negatived ’ (by the Apoha) ! ” 
is as follows • — 


TEXTS (1192-1194). 

For us tub Word does the ‘ negativing of otheb things 1 directly , 

AND AFTER THE negativing HAS BEEN DONE BY THE WORD, IT 
BECOMES APPREHENDED THROUGH ITS OWN FORCE, — IN THE FOBM 
'TO NATURE IS NOT THE NATURE OF ANYTHING ELSE — AS HAS 
BEEN EXPLAINED IN DETAIL (UNDER Text 1013) ; HENCE WHAT IS 
URGED ON THE PRESENT OCCASION — ‘ WHO HAS ATTRIBUTED THE 
CHARACTER OF THE Non-CoV) TO THE GoW, THAT IT HAS TO BE 
NEGATIVED * ’—-IS THROUGH IGNORANCE OF THE VIEW OF THE OTHER 
PARTY AS A MATTER OF FACT, THI3 IS NOT WHAT IS HELD TO BE 
'NEGATIVED ' BY THE WORD DIRECTLY — (1192-1194) 

COMMENTARY 

What has been urged would have been true only if the Word had expressed 
< the negation of others ’ primarily , as 'a matter of fact, however, what the 
Word produces, ‘first of all, is only the Reflected Image of the Tiling (spoken 
of) , and it is pnly after that lias been comprehended that, through the force 
of its implication, the said ‘ negation ’ (exclusion) becomes comprehended 
Apparently tins doctrine of ours is not known to the other party, and what ho 
has urged is something insignificant, beneath notice Such is the upshot 
of the Text The rest is easy — (1192-1194) 

As regards the optional alternatives put forward — regarding Apoha 
being different or non-diffemnt and so forth, — all that hn3 been already dis- 
carded 

It has been asked (under Text 997, et seq, by UddyoMlara)— whether 
the Apoha is denoted or not denoted, otc etc — 

The answer to that is as follows — 
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TEXTS (1195-1199) 

The 1 DENOTABILITY ’ THAT YOU ASK. ABOUT — IS ‘ DENOTABILITY ’ BY 
WHICH word 2 IS IT ‘ DENOTABILITY ’ BY THE WORD * Apoha ’ 2 

Or by tee word ‘ Jar ’ and the rest * — As regards the ques- 
tion — whether t he Apoha that is denoted is itself of the 
NATURE OF Apoha (negation, exclusion) or it is something 

POSITIVE, — WHEN WE COME TO THINK OF IT, WHAT IS COGNISED IS 
THE Apoha THAT FIGURES IN THE COGNITION — OUR VIEW IS THAT 
WHAT IS DENOTED BY THE WORD DIRECTLY IS THE REFLECTED 

Image, — and as regards ' the negation of other things ’, like 
the Universal etc , — that is comprehended only indirectly, 
through implication — What all such words as ‘ Jar ’, ‘ Tree ’ 

AND THE T.TTTE DENOTE IS THE SAID REFLECTED IMAGE, AS IT IS 
THE COGNITION OF THIS THAT THEY PRODUCE DIRECTLY , AND ANY- 
THING ELSE, THEY IMPLY ONLY INDIRECTLY • — THUS THEN, THERE IS 
NO INCONGRUITY REGARDING THE POSITIVE CHARACTER; NOR IS 
THERE ANYTHING UNDESIRABLE FOR US As REGARDS THE ALTERNA- 

TIVE OF Apoha NOT BEING ' DENOTABLE — THAT WE DO NOT ACCEPT , 
AND HENCE THAT IS NOT OUR VIEW (1195 1199) 

COMMENTARY 

As regards the alternatives set forth regarding the denotabihty of ‘ the 
exclusion of others — if it is urged in regard to the term * exclusion of others ’ 
— then, inasmuch as it is held by us that what is denoted by this term 
is something positive ,— that should not hate been urged against us os an 
undesirable contingency 

That is to say, when the question is raised, — as to wliother what is 
denoted by the word is something positive, or the * exclusion or nogation of 
others ’ — and it is said that * it is the negation of others that is denoted by 
the word — there appears in the listener the idea envisaging the 1 negation 
of others m the form of a Reflected Imago , and if there is an idea of the 
negation of pcsitn e entities as f omung the denotation of the word, that comes 
only by implication 

If v. hat is urged is with reference to the words ‘ Jar ’ and the like, then, 
what these words bring about directly is the Apoha in the shapo of tho 
Reflected Image, which is denoted by those words in tho positive form, and tho 
idea of tho * negation of others 1 is obtained by implication ; so that tlicro 
is no undesirable contingency for us 

Nor is our wow open to the objection that there w ould bo no resting 
ground or finality (m the assumption of Apoha after Apoha) , because llio 
nogation of others ’ is hold to bo comprehended only by implication, — 
and hence to bo only an appendage to actual Denotation , — tho now that it is 
not expressed is not accepted by us : and hence there can be no room for thoso 
incongruities that linio been urged against that new — Tins is wlmt is 
indicated by the words — •* As regards the alternative, etc, etc ’ — (1195-1199) 
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It hag been urged (under Text 1001) that — “ Singularity, eternality, etc 
cannot be attributed to Apoha ” 

The answer to tins is as iollows — 


TEXT (1200) 

The ideas of ‘ one-ness ‘ eternality ’ and the like are purely 

IMAGINARY, NOT REAL HENCE YOUR LAUGHTER AT US ON 
THIS POINT IS INDICATIVE OF A VERY HIGH GRADE OF 
LEARNING (ON YOUR PART) 1 — (1200) 

COMMENTARY 

If ‘ one-ness ' and the rest had been mentioned by us as real, then there 
might have been some cause for your laughing at us As a matter of fact, 
however, it has been mentioned by our Teacher only as something purely 
imaginary (subjective, conceptual), — and he has mentioned it only m view 
of common misconceived notions Tinder the circumstances, how can a 
learned person find any cause for laughter m this 1 On the contrary, you 
yourself, by criticising what you have not understood, have become an 
object of derisive laughter — (1200) 

It has been asserted (under Text 100 2, by Rumania) that- “for these 
reasons, the element of the negation of others could be there only m the case 
of words that are associated with the negative particle, etc etc 

The answer to this is as follows — 


TEXT {1201) 

Even in oases where the Thing itself is apprehended, the ex- 
clusion OF OTHER THINGS ’ IS ALSO APPREHENDED, AS IS 
INDICATED BY THE FORCE OF THE EMPHASISING TERM 
(USED BY YOU) , IF IT WERE NOT, THEN, THE EM- 
PHASISING WOULD BE USELESS — (1201) 

COMMENTARY 

The factor of the ‘ exclusion of other things ’ is cognised, not only m 
cases where the negative term is present , also where the negative term 
i the same is cognised This has been made clear by yourself 

is not prese , _ apprehended where you have em- 

when you said that the Thmg J ™ then that emp has IS mg 

Th»" “ “ ”..,d J. ■ a. W '■ 
" a » - — - - ~ 

msed.— (1201) 

& the following Text, the other Party proceeds to show that the 
Buddhist theory of Apoha cannot apply to all case 
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TEXT (1202) 

“ In the case of such terms as ‘ son of the Barren Woman — 

WHERE THERE IS NO EXTERNAL OBJECT WHICH WOULD BE THE 
‘ CONTRARY ’ (EXCLUDED), — WHEREIN WOULD THE 

Apoha subsist which is said to be de- 
noted BY IT * ” (1202) 

COMMENTARY 

“ In the case of the term ‘ son of the Barren Woman — there is no such 
thing as the external son, which would be the contrary, and hence the object 
of the exclusion , then wherein would th‘at Apoha rest winch is said to be 
denoted by that term ? It is essential that there should be an entity wlucli 
is the substratum or object of the Apoha , as such substratum would be 
non-different from ‘ what is excluded by another ’ ” — (1202) 

The above is answered in the following — 


TEXT (1203) 

As NON-ENTITIES HAVE NO FORM, WORDS APPERTAINING TO THOSE CANNOT 

BE EVEN SUSPECTED OF BEING DENOTATIVE OF THE UNIVERSAL 
AND SUCH THINGS IN FACT, IT HAS BEEN FULLY 
ESTABLISHED THAT THEY ARE ONLY INDICATORS 

of the Reflection — (1203) 

COMMENTARY 

Such non-entities as the ‘ son of the Barren Woman ’ have no form, — 
no character , hence words relating to those cannot even be suspected of 
being denotative of the Universal, etc It is only m the case of words relating 
to entities that there could be any question as to whether what is denoted 
by them is some form or only a Reflection As regards non-entities (or 
Negations) they are entirely different from Entities, hence how could w ord= 
applied to them be even suspected of pertaimng to entities ? From this it 
is clear that the words in question have no object (denotation at all) , all 
that they produce is the mere Reflection of things , and this Reflection is 
what is actually apprehended. Thus there is no room for the objection that 
has been urged. 

The same is further explained . — 

39 
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TEXT (1204) 

What is expressed by words is only the Reflection that appears, 
as created solely by Impressions made by objectless 
(empty) conceptions — (1204) 

COMMENTARY 

‘ Words ’ — like ' Son o{ the Barren Woman ’ — (1204) 

Those words however that relate to entities, denote only the Reflection , 
— the formal proof for this is stated in the following — 


TEXT (1205) 

The Words in question are directly expressive of that 
(Reflection) alone,— beoause they are dependent 
upon Convention, — like words expressing 
imaginary things — (1205) 


COMMENTARY. 

[The argument may be formulated thus)— W ords that are dependent upon 
Convention are expressive of only the Reflection of the Conceptual Content 
produced by the impressions made by objectless (empty) conceptions,- 
as for instance, words like ‘ the son of the Barren Woman , ,-the words m 
question-, e words like ‘ Jar ’ and the like, wlueb foxm the subjeert Me 
present disoussion, are dependent upon Convention . and this 19 a n " 
reason (for holding that they are expressive only of the Reflection, etc etc.) 

-(1205) 


Having established his own positron, the Author next proceeds to adduce 
arguments for rejecting the views of the other party 

TEXT (1206) 

„ uwotative of the * Specific Individuality ’ 

OT „ yoOTB H=» 

“•zrs,r» ” » “* «— 

JHST MENTIONED — (120o) 

commentary 

< shm ’ Stands for ‘ Specific Individuality >. 

'And the rest 
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The Author shows that the two Reasons adduced are not ‘Incon- 
clusive ’ — 

TEXT (1207) 

That there can be no Convention in regard to ‘ Specific In- 
dividuality ’ AND T HE rest has been already proved 
before Hence the Reasons adduced are neither 
‘ Doubtful ’ nor ‘ Concomitant with the 
CONTRARY OF THE PrOBANDUM ’ — (1207) 

COMMENTARY 

It has been already proved before — on the ground of the ‘ Impossibility 
of Conventions ’ (under Text 876 et seq ) and on that of its ‘ not bearing upon 
anything else — that Convention is impassible and also useless 
‘ Tat ’ — Hence, therefore 

The lino Seasons are not Doubtful or Concomitant with the Contrary of the 
Probandum — (1207) 

In the following Texts, the Opponent argues that the first of the two 
Reasons adduced is ‘ Inconclusive * — 

TEXTS (1208-1209) 

“ Under the theory of Apoha also, how is Contention possible * 
How too is it fruitful 2 — When it cannot be know to both, 

the Speaker and the Listener , as the Idea of one 

CANNOT BE KNOWN TO THE OTHER WHAT TOO WAS SEEN 
AT THE TIME OF THE MAKING OF THE CONVENTION 
IS NOT SEEN AT THE TIME OF THE USE OF 

THE WORD ” — (1208-1209) 

COMMENTARY. 

“ Just ns, in the case of Specific Individuality and the rest, there is 
impossibility of Convention and Futility, so it would be also m the case of 
Apoha , so that, inasmuch as there would be no Convention made, the 
denotation by words of the Apoha alone cannot be right ; hence the Reason 
adduced is Inconclusive 

** Hmt, too is it fruitful ? — That is, how is fruitfulness possible — ‘ Tasya ’ 
— stands for the Convention 

Question — Why is Convention not possible in this case ? 

“ .4 newer — Because it cannot be known to both — The term 'In' denotes 
reason , the moaning being — Because the Apoha in the shape of Reflection 
cannot bo one and the some, ns tlio object of Con\ ention, for both, the Speaker 
and the Listener 

Win ’ 

Because the Idea of one, etc etc , — people of limited vision are cogmsnnt 
of onlj their own ideas , no one with limited vision can be cognisant of the 
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2“ “? ^ '" ** «™ °< Inflection 

not be known to the ofhpr u subject of a Comention could 

comprehended ° Vntt tL sZ^Z" T T be mnde - 

?t — ^ tir^srcrr tsar ss 

»Jhlw£t a u.“8^r*“ F " “» °j ®. %«.' 

?1V t , ‘ r b the Sp f aker COgIUECS as R ^e m Ins Cognition, ,s „ ot cogrosed 

bj ' “» !»*“«•»»> cognima bTlk 
peaker as every man is oogmsant only of what appears to himself 

The ™ e / UWl * ° f Conventlon 13 next shown-' What too, etc etc'— 

Con JIT 1 TJ r W8S appr6h6nded at the tme of the making of the 
Convention, by the Listener or by the Speaker, is not apprehended at the time 

o he use of the word , as the former, being m a perpetual flux, lias long 
ceased to existence , and that which is apprehended at the time of the use. 
of the word was not seen at the time of the making of the Comention , as 
what was apprehended at that time was something entirely different And it 
is not right that usage should be based upon a Convention that rests upon some- 
thing different , as such usage would lead to absurdities ” — (1208-1209) 

This argument is answered in the f ollowing — 


TEXT (12X0) 

Even though each person is cognisant of what appears to him- 
self, YET THERE IS SOMETHING IN THE COGNITION OF EXTERNAL 
THINGS WHICH IS COMMON TO BOTH PERSONS — (1210) 

COMMENTARY 

As a matter of fact, the form, of the cognition also is not accepted by us 
to bo denoted by words, — m view of w hich the impossibility of Corn ontions 
relating to that could be reasonably urged against us Because, for us, 
all verbal usage is purely' illusory, being assumed m accordance with the 
notions of individual persons, — it is as illusory and false ns the idea of two 
moons that appears m the man of disordered vision , all that is produced by 
words is a Conceptual Content relating to the Thing, through the arousing of 
the Impressions of objectless conceptions , and it is the Reflection of this 
that is called the 1 Denotation ' of 'words, because it is produced by cords, — 
not because they are denoted (expressed) by them, — So that though, in 
reality, the Speaker and the Listener are cognisant of what appears m their 
own consciousness,— yet inasmuch as the root of illusion is equally present 
in both men, — just as m the case of the man with the disordered vision,— 
the apprehension that the two men have of the external object is similar , 
and yet the idea in the mmd of the Speaker is that ‘ tbo thing that I 
cognise is also cognised by this man ’ , the Listener also 1ms tho same idea - 
It might be asked— How is the fact of both of them apprehending the seme 
thing known to each of them ?— The answer to that is that m reality it 
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is known to them ; and yet the source of the Illusion being there, equally 
in both, there is — as already explained by us — a mistaken usage in accord- 
ance with each man's own apprehension, — just as m the case of the per- 
ception of two moons bv the man of disordered vision — Thus then, both 
men having the apprehension of the same tiling, the making of Convention 
is quite possible — (1210) 

An example is cited to illustrate the above — 

TEXT (1211) 

Just as the man whose eye has been attacked by a disorder says 

TO ANOTHER LIKE HIMSELF THAT ‘ THERE ARE TWO MOONS ’, 

— SO ALSO IS ALL VERBAL USAGE — (1211) 

COMMENTARY 

‘ H7,o is hke himself — i e to the other man, with disordered vision — 
( 1211 ) 

Nor is the Convention futile in this case , — tins is shown in the following— 
TEXT (1212) 

The CONCOMITANCE OF THE CONVENTION HAS BEEN ACCEPTED ONLY ON 
THE BASIS OF THE NOTIONS OF MEN , IN FACT, ALL COGNITIONS 
BROUGHT ABOUT BY WORDS ABE ULTIMATELY FALSE (1212) 

COMMENTARY. 

The idea that the Convention is concomitant with the two points of 
time, — that of its making and the consequent usage, — is admitted only on 
the basis of the apprehension of Reflection of the Tlung apprehended by the 
Speaker and the Listener . it is not really true , the idea, in fact, is based 
upon the fact that at the time of usage both the Speaker and the Listener have 
the ffalse) notion that the thing seen now and that seen at the time of 
the making of the Comention are one and the same 

Question — “ IVhv is this not accepted os being «o m reality ’ ” 

Ansner — ‘ In fact, all cognitions, etc etc ’ — (1212) 


End of Chapter XVI 



CHAPTER XVII 

Examination of the Definition of “ Sense-perception ” 

COMMENTARY 

On the subject of the Means of Right Cognition, there are four kinds of 
difference of opinion bearing upon (1) their Nature, (2) their Resultant, 
(3) their Object, and (4) their Number And by setting aside these diverse 
opinions, the clear idea of the Means of Right Cognition can be obtained 
In order to show this and to support the idea that * the Truth is ascertamed 
by means of Two Means of Right Cognition which are endowed with the 
true characteristics of the Means of Right Cognition ’ (as asserted under 
Text 3, of the Introduction), — the Author proceeds with the following — 


TEXT (1213) 

The Sense-perception and the Inference, which others have put 

FORWARD, IN PROOF OF THEIR CONCEPTS, — ARE NOT ACCEPTABLE 

They are of the nature described below — (1213) 


COMMENTARY 

' l n proof of their concepts i e such concepts as— Quahtv, Substance, 
Action, Universal, Inherence and so forth 
■ Others ' — The Vaishesika and others 
1 Mvarn *- — as going to ho described — (1213) 


‘ Sense-perception ’ as a Means of Cognition consists of the Eye and 
the rest and is (a) conceptual (determinate), or (6) of the nature ' ° 

' Non-cognition ’ Such is the diversity of opimon regarding the nature 
of Sense-perception -By rejecting this, the Author propounds his own 
definition of it — 


TEXT (1214) 

S m erception is free from conceptual content and not er- 
roneous Conceptual Content’ is idea associated with 

»»««». ,"»*»■ D-““» "J. *“ 

BASIS OF VERBAL EXPRESSION, ETC— (1214) 
COMMENTARY 

The character of being =Sense-per^ 

that Cognition which has been desen ^ ^ ^ define d thing distinguishing 

not erroneous ’ , as in e\ ery 
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feature) that is predicated [The meaning therefore is — ‘That. Cognition 
which is free from conceptual content and is not erroneous is Sense-percep- 
tion ’] , — as is found in the case of such expressions ns ‘ That winch shakes 
is the Ashvattha ’ — The thing defined here is Sense-perception , as it is the 
definition of this that forms the subject-matter of the present Context It is 
not the definition of ‘ freedom from conceptual content and non-erroneous- 
ness ’ that is the subject-matter of the Context , by virtue of which this 
latter could be taken as predicated in the sentence 

The * Cognition ’ has not been mentioned, because it is already implied 
in the negation of 1 Conceptual Content ’ ; just as in the case of the sentence 
‘ Bring the milch one without the calf w here the coin is not mentioned 
as it is already implied bv the negation of the calf 

Question — “What is it that is meant by the term ‘Conceptual 
Content’ (‘ Kalpand’), freedom from which series as the differentia of 
Sense-perception ’ ” 

Answer — ‘ Conceptual Content is idea associated with verbal expression ’ 
Question — “ Is that Kalpand also to be admitted, against which, in 
the character of being the basis of verbal expression, Shankarasvamm and 
others have urged objections in great detail ? " 

Answer — No , it ts not the basis of verbal expression , — ‘ regarded as ’ — 
this lias to be taken as understood Hence the objections that liaie been 
urged on that score are not applicable to our new , because we do not accept 
that new 

‘ Klrpti’ is verbal expression (‘being spoken of’, ‘being named’), 
and the basis for such expression consists of the Universal, the Name and 
so forth , sinco there can be no speaking of things without such distinguishing 
features as consist of the Universal, etc 

The term ‘ Sdi ’ ( etcetera ) — m the text is meant to include such charac- 
teristics as Doubt and Deliberation, as leading to association with w ords etc , 
and also the assumption of the apprehender and the apprehended and so 
forth 

‘ Abhilapa ’ — is expressne word ; and it is m a generic form ; that Idea 
which appears as associated with that word is called * abhildpim ’ — (1214) 

Question — “ How is it. known that there is such an Idea (or Cognition) ? " 
Ansucr — 

TEXT (1215) 

As A MATTER OF FACT, THE COGNITION THAT IS CAPABLE OF CONNECTING 
THE THING AND THE WORD ALWAYS APPEARS AS associated With 
verbal expression (words), — even when the words — 

LIKE ' TREE ’ AND THE LIKE — ARE NOT 
ACTUALLY USED — (1215) 

COMMENTARY 

The construction mnv he n c — ‘ even w lien the words hko tree, etc are 
not used ’ — or ns • which i= capable of connecting the tlung and the word, 
in the shape of tree, etc.' 
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This indicates the Conceptual Content as something directly perceived ; 
the said Idea being recognised bv the experience of all living beings — (1215) 

The following Text show a that the said Conceptual Content is well known 
as the source of all activities of persons from infancy onwards — 


TEXT (1216) 

Through the continuance of the impression left by the con- 
stant ASSOCIATING OF THE THING AND ITS NAME BERING PAST 
LIVES, — EVEN THE NEW-BORN INFANT BECOMES CAPABLE OF 
ACTIVITY, BY REASON OF THE SAID CONCEPTUAL 

Content — (1216) 


COMMENTARY 

' Alila-hhavo, ’ is past lives — during these there has been ‘ ndmaTtha- 
bhaianu constant associating of things with their names , — this constant 
associating leaves its ‘ Fasana’, Impressions, orcapacity in the mind,— through 
the * emvat/a ’, continuance of this capacity, even the infant has ideas associated 
with words , and it is through the presence of this Conceptual Content (Idea 
associated with words), that the infant becomes capable of activjtv,- such 
as smiling, cning, sucking the breast, becoming pleased and so forth — 
From this effect its cause in the shape of the said Conceptual Content is 
assumed m the infant This has been thus declared— ‘ All activity in the 
world is based upon words, which even the infant has recourse to, through 

the impressions left by past lives ’ , 

Tins Conceptual Content, presenting the object, as associated with vague 
'verbal expressions and existing only m the subjective form,— as if it were 
something external, -appears m the mind of Infants also, by virtue of which 
,n their later life, they become capable of comprehending the relevant 
Conventions — (1216) 

The Anthor shows agam how the existence of the Conceptual Content 
is vouched for by Perception 


TEXT (1217) 

THAT WHICH IS CLEARLY COGNISED AT THE TIME OF A ™ 

PAGINATION AS IF INTERPENETRATING THEM 1,-^ANNOT 
SET ASIDE BY MERE WORDS (1411) 

COMMENTARY 
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TEXT (1218) 

The connection between Words and Things, due to Conceptual 
Content, is illusory , hence as it cannot be based upon 

ANYTHING ELSE, — IT THEKE WERE NO CONCEPTUAL 

Content, the said connection, even as it 
IS, -WOULD NOT BE POSSIBLE — (1218) 

COMMENTARY 

Any real connection between Words and Things lias been negatived by 
our predecessors, and it has also been proved that it is all illusory. Under 
the circumstances, if this Conceptual Content were not there, then the said 
connection, — even as it is — l e even m the illusory form, — would not be 
possible , as that connection is based upon the Conceptual Content , and as 
it has been proved that anything external, — in the form of Specific 
Individuality, Umversal and the like, — cannot form the denotation of words. 
—( 1218 ) 

Question — “ Other people describe the Conceptual Content not only as 
‘ the idea associated with words ’, but also as that which is capable of being 
connected with the Umversal, Quality, Action and so forth Why do not 
yon accept these 1 ” 

Answer — 


TEXT (1219) 

Some people have regarded the Conceptual Content to be that 

WHICH IS CAPABLE OP BEING CONNECTED WITH THE UNIVERSAL AND 
THE REST , — THAT VIEW CANNOT BE RIGHT, AS THE UNIVERSAL, 

ETC HAVE ALL BEEN REJECTED, AND THEY ABE NEVER 
PERCEIVED — (1219) 

COMMENTARY 

‘They are neicr jicrcencrf ’ — le the Universal, etc are never actually 
perceived 

This answer has been giien on the assumption (for the sake of argument) 
that the T'nhcrsal etc. do exist — (1219) 

The said ' non-perccption ’ of the Unisonal, etc is further emphasised 
in the following — 
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TEXT (1220) 


The Universal and the rest being never perceived, -and their 

CONNECTION BEING NEVER MANIFESTED,— HOW CAN THEIR 
ASSOCIATION WITH THINGS BE POSSIBLE,— AS BETWEEN 
Milk and Water, etc f — ( 1220 ) 


COMMENTARY 

‘ Lite MM and Water, etc ’—When Milk and Water are mixed up, they 
do not appear separately,— and hence it is no longer possible to connect the 
two ; in the same manner, even if the Universal and the rest do exist, they 
never appear as distinguished from their substratum , end hence it is not 
possible to connect them with their substratum — (1220) 

If then the Conceptual Content m the form of association with the 
Universal is not possible, then, how is it that the propounder of the definition 
(Dmnaga in his Nydyamukha) has asserted that ‘Conceptual Content’ 
consists m connection with Name, Universal and so forth ’ ? ” 

The Answer to this is as follows — 


TEXT (1221) 

Two kinds of Conceptual Content have been mentioned in the 
two assertions, in order to set forth the two views that 

HAVE BEEN HELD BY PERSONS BELONGING TO OUR OWN 
PARTY AND BY THOSE BELONGING TO OTHER PARTIES, — IN 
ORDER TO SHOW WHICH IS TO BE ACCEPTED AND 
WHICH TO BE REJECTED — (1221) 


COMMENTARY 

What is to be rejected is the Conceptual Content in the form of connec- 
tion with the Universal, etc which is the view accepted by the other party , 
and what is to he accepted is the view of our own party that it consists m 
association with name In order to set forth this distinction, both view's 
relating to Conceptual Content have been asserted 

Question — “ How do you knoiv that it is so t ” 

Answer — •* By the two assertions ’ , — that is the words used bv the 
Teacher are ‘ namajatySdiyogand connection or association with Name 
and Universal , etc ’, where both the Name and the Universal, etc have been 
mentioned, as representing the two views H this were not intended, then 
the expression used would have been either ‘ association with 
or ‘ association with the Universal, etc ’ Nor is the enumeration meant to 
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be exhaustive . as m that case the addition of ‘ etcetera ’ would be meamnsless 
—( 1221 ) 

Says the Opponent — “ Conceptual Content is a property of the Cogni- 
tion , what forms the subject-matter of the present context is the new that 
the said Content is absent (m Sense-perception) , as it is Sense-perception that 
is being considered , and it is not intended to expound the absence of the 
Object , as regards the ‘association of Name, Universal, etc ’, on the other hand, 
it is a property of the Object, not of the Cognition So that what the pro- 
pounder of the Lak?ana has asserted appears to be entirely irrelevant ” 

Anticipating tins criticism, the Author supplies the following answ er — 


TEST (1222) 

This ‘ Connection with Name, etc ’ remains thebe after having 

INDICATED ITS OWN IMMEDIATE CADSE , HENCE THE ASSERTION IS 
NOT IRRELEVANT (1222) 

COMMENTARY 

‘ Anantaram ’ — immediate — ‘ nrrmitam ’ — cause , and that cause is in 
the form of the verbally-associated Idea , — and this is called ' connection ’ 
because it appears in a form envisaging two tilings , — and there is no con- 
necting of one thing by another , as properties of things have no functions to 
perform 

The indication of this immediate cause is done in two ways , and w hr 
this 1 connection ’ comes in has been explained 

The compound ‘ namadiyojana ’ is to be explained as ‘that whereby the 
connection of the two things is brought about’ , there being Bahuvrilu com- 
pound even when there is no co-ordmation between the factors concerned — 
Or the compound may be explained on the basis of the assumption that the 
Cause is spoken of as the Effect The purpose served by tlus indirect expres- 
sion is that it serves to bring out the efficiency of the cause os bringing about 
an effect different from other causes 

[So that the expression ‘nnmddiyojana’ stands, indirecth , for the Con- 
ceptual Content itself ] — (1222) 


Or, the expression ‘ numajiityudiyojanri ' mav bo explained in nnothir 
"naj (os standing for lalpand, 'Conceptual Content, itself) — ‘ Yojarlu ’ is 
that t therewith one is connected , — and this ‘ yojaml 1 of * Name, Uimcrsnl, 
etc would he the same Conceptual Content, explained as ‘Idea associated 
with \erbnl expression 1 , so that there is nothing defcctise in the definition 
propounded bv Dinnfiga 

This is what is evplmncd in the following — 
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TEXT (1T2SJ- 


" * “ * *■ « Lyrt it n iT*r Tg^ 

— °- i. 4-'i) Ali -mss. 3S5X AHE C073~Cdid Vf -' - 

Co *™ xvhaexs or^ B^; c 

Bxnynxey) xs s sahs Coyc-rrAT Cokeest 

3SZNT DISC2I3HD AS ' HHT IDEA ASSOCIATED TTH 

71231 3 3EESSSSTC.E '. {1223] 


C03BEEXTAP.T. 


The ioHoTting sat smrolies an-ru 
against Dinnaga's definition) r 


fisswsr to t!b? ertitcsts r^sr ?5 


TEXT (122S). 

03. YTEAT HAS 3EEX- SPOSEE OT {Hr T~v BEXXXTXIOK XK QtESXXOSO XS 
xhe s.vrx Concept aol Content t=~i-p xte hats oesseetss „ ■» - 

— (XHIS XXTEHEaEXAZIOX) 3E3XG 3.tsyTt rpDXT — gr- rACT -sit 
XS AtX. CASES THTSGS A3E SPOEXE OT ST ■ .-:■!? SAKE 
(THIS 3ETSG XHE JJEASXSG OF XHE C-03SOE20 

* Tior-.oiipojs-.S ‘). — {1224} 


COM3ISXXASX- 

Q-icsito*-, : — " E it 85 asserted above- than horv do yen -Vj. 

expl an atory Troths or the Teacher I Ter instant". he has declared 
as xoEotrs =— in the case of Proper names, Eke -p.lihj. wist is denoted is 
an object qua Tired or s .Yore: in the esse ct ccmmcn notms Eke 'C~' 
trhst is denoted is the object qttsiined by the Cni'enar? ' C-t.tr ' ; in the case 
ox adjectives, like s vrhite trhat is expressed is the object ernshned by the 
Q-.aJ:io ot ‘ trhitecess * : in the case ct verbal nottns —hat is centred is the 
object onaSced by the Ad 'or, t and in the case ot troths speaking c: snb- 
starces. — Eke ‘ stick-holder ' homed ' and the hke — srhst is centred is the 
object ccaHSed by the snbsrance- — By this text the Teacher has msde it 
qmte clear tha t things erusiined by the qnaliScaticns oi the * uhivetssl '. 
etc. are also separately denoted by tv erds." 

The snstrer to this is that ' In clt c asst. eta. etc. — ' n ctl coses — -r-e- 
ervn. in the case of troths cenothtg the Traversal, etc. — XVhst is meant is as 
ioBotrs : — Just as trhen Proper names are rrcronreed. -vest is dene ted Is 
the object quat'pes by £he h tra — so also m the case ct —errs emssarec. 
tbs Traversal. etc..— Hke ‘ Co— '— tshar is dene ted is the object c:>~:pcit- 
ihat Xante : — similarly in all cases jtrhat ts den-tea ts an ob.ect co-.'. 
connected triS. a rax-tcT — {12241 

Quest 'on : — 5 In that esse, hotr are trs to constme the i_=^.w_e=.s»- 
the trorhs 'JStyS % * gunsna ' etc. {by the V-.i'&azt by fte C^r 'V' - 
Answer : — 
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TEXT (1225) 

It is through these that the Instrumental Ending becomes 

USEFUL , SO THAT THE MEANING COMES TO BE THAT THE CONCEPTUAL 

Content becomes connected with the Name, through 
THE INSTRUMENTALITY OP THE UNIVERSAL, ETC — (1225) 

COMMENTARY 

The particular thing spoken as 1 Cow ’ is that which is connected with 
that Name through the Instrumentality of the Universal , similarly, through 
the instrumentality of the Quality, etc It is in tins sense that the Universal, 
etc become the Instrument (of Connection), and thus the Instrumental Ending 
becomes useful 

Question — “If that is so, then how are the words (of Dinnaga) — 
‘ namagatyadiyojand ’ — to be construed ’ ’ 

Answer — ‘ It is through these etc etc ’ That is the words are to he 
construed as 1 numnah galyadibhih yojana \ [‘ connection with the Universal, 
etc , of the Name ’] 

‘ Seyam ’ — This stands for the Conceptual Content itself, which is implied 
by the force of the compound, which is to be explained as follows : — ‘ Jutyd- 
diycrjana’ means * jatyadibhih yojana', ‘connection with the Universal, 
etc ’ , ‘ namajatyadiyogana ’ means ‘ namnah galyadiyojand ‘ connection 
with the Universal, etc , o/the Name ’ — (1225) 

Objection ■ — “If that is so, then m the case of Proper Names, there 
would be notlnng to denote tlie Universal, etc , and hence the said explanation 
cannot apply to their case ” 

In anticipation of this objection, the Author provides the following 
answer — 


TEXT (1226) 

Inasmuch as there u the Universal expressed by the Proper 
Name, the explanation should not be regarded as not 

APPLICABLE TO IT It HAS BEEN MENTIONED SEPARATELY 
ONLY IN VIEW OF POPULAR USAGE — (1226) 


COMMENTARY 

What is meant is as follows . — Such words ns ‘ Dittha ’ which are known 
ns Proper Names, nl»o take up a ‘ Universal ’ ns their denotation, which 
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Universal subsists m an entity restricted wit Inn a limited period of time, 
they denote such a Universal because they are incapable of denoting anv 
object marked by a momentarily fluctuating character, while each of tlieso 
(Proper Names) continues to remain attached to one entity from birth to 
death If the Proper Name did not denote such a Universal, then, — 
having been applied to the individual in his childhood, how could it denote 
that same individual m his old age, who would have become a different 
individuality * — Even for those persons who hold the view that the bod} is 
not momentary, but lasts for some time, — it is admitted that m course of 
time, the component parts of the body go on deteriorating, by reason of 
which deterioration, — or by reason of its connection with such deterioration 
of the components, — the body m a later age is different from that in the 
earlier age — Even under the view that it remains the same body undergoing 
developments and changes, — the Name that has been associated with a 
certain thing at one stage of its development, could not denote tho samo 
thing when it has reached afurther stage of development , eg the name 'milk * 
which has been associated with the Milk in the first stage, is not applicable 
to the Curd, which is only a later stage m the development of milk In tho 
same way m the case of the Body also, the name applied to it in childhood 
could not be applied to it in youth or old age. For these reasons, tho Universal 
must be admitted (even in the ease of the Denotation of Proper Names) 

Or, even if there be no such entity as the Universal (in this caso),— ovon 
so, our explanation does not cease to apply to tl* e caso of Pr0 P° r NnmCB 
Because it is only the diverse Individuals that are conceived of as common— 
when their distinct individualities are not meant to be emphasised, w n 
they become included under Common names denotative of the Universal . 
Consequently the Teacher propounding the definition under question hns 
mentioned the Proper Names separately from Common names This « 
what is explained by the words-' It has been mentioned separately, etc etc 
In common parlance, the word • Cow > is known as a Common nemo (denohng 
a Universal) while the word * Chitrdngada •,sknonnosaF« ? perNnmc(apph 
to a single Individual) , that is why the two have been mentioned separately 

—( 1226 ) 


The Opponent raises the following objection 


TEXT (1227) 

tow the Speaker’s tom, thep should 

iT,r. be ‘ Proper only —(122/) 


The answer to this is given 


tho following- 
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TEXT (1228) 

It is true that -what the Professor of the Science of Reasoning 

HAS SAID IS IN ACCOEDANCE WITH THE POPULAR IDEA OF THINGS , AS 
IT IS ONLY ON THESE LINES THAT VERBAL USAGE ACTUALLY 
PROCEEDS — (1228) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ On these lines ’ , — i e under the fivefold division of Proper Name, 
Universal, Quality, Action and Substantive — (1228) 


Says the Opponent — “ If what is mi ant by Dinnaga, is the * Kalpand 
Conceptual Content, as understood bv the Buddhists themselves, then lioiv is 
it that, having asserted that * others have held that things axe denoted by 
words which have no corresponding objects he has, later on, stated his 
own view of ‘ Kalpand ’ f ” 

The answer to this is as follows — 


TEXT (1229) 

The said ' Universal ’ and the rest are nothing different from what is known 
by these words among people , — IT was with a view to 

EMPHASISE THIS FACT, THAT THE STATEMENT ‘ OTHERS 
ETC ’ HAS BEEN MADE — (1229) 

COMMENTARY. 

Wliat is meant is as follows — As a matter of fact, anything m the 
shape of the Universal, as apart from the ' Individuals — 1 spotted cow ’ and 
the like — has no real existence, — it is all purely illusory , — it is with a new 
to emphasise tins fact that the Teacher has made the assertion in question, — 
and not with a new to indicate a separate kind of • Kalpand 
1 Others ’ — other Buddhists 

* Words which have no corresponding objects', — i e words wluch denote 
only Apoha, independently of any such tlungs bs ‘ Universal ’ and tho rest 
Such is tho meaning of the passage quoted from the Teacher’s work, — 
(1229) 


It is not only wo who regard the Conceptual Content as ‘ Idea associated 
with words ’ , in fact, others also have got to accept it ns such ; otherwise 
there would be no usage in tho w orld — This is what is show n m tho 
following — 
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TEXTS (1230-1233) 

Even those who are wedded to the notion that Conceptual 
Content consists in ‘ connection with the Universal and the 

REST HAVE TO ADMIT THAT IT IS ‘ IDEA ASSOCIATED WITH 

words ’ — Otherwise, just as the two connected things are 
non-existent, so their Connection also would be non-existent, 

— ALL THINGS BEING CONCEIVED SEVERALLY EACH BY ITSELF , AND 
THERE WOULD BE NO NEED FOR POSTULATING THE * CONCEPTUAL 

Content ’ And the result of this would be that there 

WOULD BE NO USAGE IN THE WORLD , BECAUSE USAGE HAS 
BEEN REGARDED AS ASSOCIATED WITH THE UNIVERSAL AND THE 
REST, — AND ASSOCIATION WITH THE UNIVERSAL AND THE REST IS 
INSEPARABLE FROM ASSOCIATION WITH WORDS THUS ALONE COULD 
THE EXPRESSION * SPOKEN OF ’ USED BY THE TEACHER BE FRUITFUL 

—(1230-1233) 

COMMENTARY 


Even when Conceptual Content is regarded by others as ‘ association 
with Universal, Quality, Action and Substance m reality 1 association ’ 
with Name alone constitutes tlie Conceptual Content Because as a matter 
of fact, whenever a thing is apprehended as distinguished by the Universal, etc 
it is so only through the Name , if it were not so, then — like the apprehension 
of several distinct things, there being connection independently by itself, 
how could there be any ‘ Conceptual Content ’ * And the result of this 
would be that the world u ould become dumb — Tt is for this rea“on that 
even on seeing the man with the slide, one does not connect the various factors 
implied m the notion of the ‘stick -holder’, until he recalls the particular Name 
Just because all such connection is invariably concomitant with the 
association of nerds, the words of the Teacher— to the effect that ‘what is 
spoken of m the case of words like ‘Cow’ is the tiling qualified by the 
Universal ’—become fruitful (have some sense) Otherwise, without tlie 
Name, how could the (passive) term ' is spoken of ’ be used ?— As the action 
of speaking (expressing) belongs to the word —(1230-1233) 


The following Text sums up the arguments m favour of the notion of the 


Conceptual Content 


TEXT (1234) 


Thus ■ Conceptual Content ’ is something that can be easily 

it among Teachers who tare their stand 
TTPON ALL TRUE DOCTRINES —(1234) 


COMMENTARY 

The following Text explains what Dmndga really means by asserting the 
Conceptual Content m two forms — 
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TEXTS (1235-1236) 

It -was ns view of all this that the assertion of ' Name, Universal 

and THE REST ’ WAS MADE , AND HEREIN THE TEACHER MADE 

MENTION OF HIS OWN VIEW AS ALSO THE VIEW OF OTHERS , 
WITHOUT INDICATING ' THE DIFFERENCE BY ACTUALLY 
SAYING THAT ‘MY OWN VIEW IS SO AND SO It 
WAS FOR THIS REASON THAT HE SUBSEQUENTLY 
ADDED THE STATE3IENT THAT ‘ OTHERS 

HAVE HELD, ETC ’ — (1235-1236) 

COMMENTARY. 

As to which of the two views is to he accepted and winch rejected has 
been already indicated by ns when we showed that oven ‘ association with 
Universal, etc ’ is invariably concomitant with * association with Name 

‘ The assertion of Name, etc ' — this is to be construed with ‘ alarot 
‘ made ’ (m the second line). 

The assertion of his own view as also the view of others has been made 

for the purpose of showing which is to be accepted and which to he rejected. 

(1235-1236) 

Question “ How then are tile words of Dinnaga m his NyayamuUia 
to be construed t " 

Answer — 

TEXT (1237) 

Thus in this way is the passage from the NyayamuUia to be ex- 
plained. By mentioning the ‘ Cognition ’, rr is the 
‘ Idea associated with words ’ that has 
BEEN INDICATED — (1237) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tho relevant passnge from the NyayamuUia is as follows . — ‘ That 
Cognition of the form of things which, tlirougli the imposed identity of the 
qualifying and denotative adjuncts, appears as non-determinoto, in conncc- 
tion with each of tlio sense-organs, — 1 = Sense-perception ’ — Hero tho ‘ qualify, 
mg adjunct’ stands for the Universal, etc — and the ‘denotative adjunct ’ 
for the Name ; the * imposition of the identity of these two ’ — with tho tilings 

possessing the Unit orsal, etc and also with tho tiling bearing the Nnme 

Tho imposition of identity 1 is mentioned only by wav of illustration ; m 
some cases where tho adjuncts are npprelionded as distinct— og when it is 

smd tlio Universal Cow subsists in this ‘ the name of this is so and so 

there also the presence of tlio Conceptual Content is admitted. 

Objection “It has nowliero been said ‘lint tho subsequent resultant 
< ca constitutes the Conceptual Content ; how then do j on get at tlio idea of 
iho said Conceptual Content (from the words of tlio pa'sogo cited) * ” 

40 
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Answer — ‘ By mentioning the Cognition, etc. etc ’—That is to «... 

stssi j .rr~r o ’ ? r conw 

identity of IS. time, etc appears ns non detenninate, is Senseyerceptton that 

clT'Tlr T ° th Z hmdl M 18 *<™» » °* tte nature” o/the 
Conceptual Content, and hence it is not Sense- perception , and the implication 

of this is that Conceptual Content consists in the Idea associated with north, 
ns contradistinguished from Sense perception —In tins way the passage has 
presented tho Teacher's own as also other people’s views (12.37) 


Or, it mny bo that m tho passpgo under reference, the Teacher has 
stated only Jus oun view —This is explained m the following— 


TEXT (1238) 

Os, the term ‘ mshefana 1 [‘ Qualifying adjunct as occurring in the 
passage quoted fbom the Nyayamulha, on e 372, Bottom] may 

BE TAKEN AS STANDING FOB ‘DIFFERENTIATION’, ' EXCLUSION 
— BY VIRTUE OF WHICH WORDS BRING ABOUT THE 
‘ ApoJia, EXCLUSION, OF OTHERS ’, [JT IS CALLED 
* DIFFERENTIATION ’] BECAUSE IT DOES THE 
differentiating (OR excluding) of the 
Universal, etc — (1233) 


COMMENTARY. 


In the compound * vishesanabhidhdyalabhedopachdra ’ (in the passage 
quoted from the Nyayamtikha, in the commentary of Text 1237), the term 
1 visMsa no ' stands for differentiation, i e exclusion ; — and the Word is the 
> abhtdMyala denoter, of this Exclusion, not of Universal, etc , and there 
is 1 imposition of the identity ’ of this , in. this way is the compound to be 
explained — (1238) 


Objection ’* If Conceptual Content is * Idea associated with words ’, 

then it is something having properties, an object , it is not likely for one 
object to belong to another object, in view of whioli its negation or denial 
could be brought about as a property of it ; hence what is asserted is most 
incoherent Thus if Sense-perception is ‘free from conceptual content’, 
then how is it spolcon of by the word ‘ Sense-perception ? 

Tins is tho objoction that is urged by Bharga, BUradvSja and others, 
who think that tho term • free from Conceptual Content ’ is synonymous w <fh 

* uioxpiessible by words ’ , , 

The Author soys that tlus objection lias been answered already - 
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TEXTS (1239-1242) 

Conceptual Content being held to be as actually understood 
and described above, it is the denial of the sameness of this 
with Sense-perception that has been asserted, and this is 
not inconsistent with the fact of its being spoken of by 
such words as * Aikydksa ' (' Pratyalsa ’) and the like In 
Sense-perception there is absence of Conceptual Content, 
but ‘ Conceptual Content 1 is not the same as ' expressed 
by words ’ Otherwise, Colour, Odour and the rest would 

BECOME DETERMINATE {as THEY ARE ‘ EXPRESSED BY WORDS ’) — 

Thus there is no room for what the dull-witted persons 

HAVE URGED — Ip THE WORD ‘ SENSE-PERCEPTION ’ ACTUALLY 
denotes Sense-perception, then how can its being said to be 
‘ EREE FROM CONCEPTUAL CONTENT ’ BE HELD TO BE IMPROPER ? — 
(1239-1242) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Denial of the sameness ’ , — when Dmnaga says that * where there is 
no Conceptual Content, that is Sense-perception ’ what he does is to denv 
the sameness of the two , the meaning being [that Sense-perception is) that 
Cognition which is no£ of the nature of the said Conceptual Content it does 
not deny what is contained in the ‘ content \ 

Tins disposes of the first objection 

The second objection also is not proper ; because ‘ freedom from Conceptual 
Content ’ is not ‘ luespressibility by words it is only 1 freedom determining 
concepts Even though the Cognition is non-determinate, yet it is regarded 
as expressed by words, by reason of its being actually found to be so expressed ; 
and yet it does not become * determinate, being, in this respect, like Colour 
and other things (which, though expressed by words, do not become deter- 
minate on that account) This is only by the way. — (1239-1212) 

The following might be urged : — “ Conceptual Content may bo as 
described But liow does Sense-perception become proved to be * free from 
Conceptual Content ’ J " 

Answer — 

TEXT (1243). 

That Sense-perception is * free from Conceptual Content ’ is 

RECOGNISED VERY CLEARLY ; SINCE IT IS FOUND THAT EVEN 
WHEN ONE HAS HIS MIND ATTRACTED BY SOMETHING 

else, he has the perception of t he Blue 
Colour and other things through 
his senses — (1243) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tlus shows that the absence of Conceptual Content is clearly perceived 
iQ. ono s own experience — (1243) 
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It might bo urged that— “ It is the Conceptual Content itself attracted 
by other tilings, which perceives the Blue Colour and other things ” 

Answer — 


TEXT (1244) 

This same Conceptual Content does not apprehend the said 

OBJECT, BECAUSE IF IT DID, IT WOULD ABANDON THE EXPRESSING 
OF THE 1 FAST ETC. AND THERE WOULD BE THE 
INCONGRUITY OF ITS BEING CONNECTED WITH 
THE NAME OF THAT OBJECT — (1244) 


COMMENTARY. 


If that some Conceptual Content apprehended the said object (Blue 
Colour, etc ), then it would abandon the signifying of past and other things, 
and would contain within itself the name of the ‘ Blue ’ itself 

The ‘ abandoning of the signifying of the past and other things ’ lias 
been asserted, because the Conceptual Content cannot be associated with two 
sets of words. 

The Compound ‘ tannama, etc . ’ is to be explained as— ‘ There would the 
incongruity of the connection of the name of the object before the 
perceiver \ — (1244) 


It might be orgued thaWIn that case, there may be some other 
Conceptual Content that would apprehend the object .-why is not this 

view accepted ? ” 

Answer — 


TEXT (1245) 

At the particular time, there is no other Conceptual Content 

WHICH IS ASSOCIATED WITH THE NAME OF TEAT OBJECT , BECAUSE 
THERE IS NO RECOGNITION OF ANY SUCH PERCEPTIBLE 

Conceptual Content, and the simul- 
taneous PRESENOE OF BOTH CANNOT 
ns desirable — (1245) 


commentary 


— -o rinmted out in due sequence — (1) the opponents 
There are two answers pomtedoutma i contrary to his 

1Z STT— ” * «* 01 *” °“” p “ 

Contents at the same time Contents —(1245) 

‘Both’—ie the two Conceptual Contends / 


The following Text sums up the subject 
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TEXT (1246) 

As A MATTER OF FACT WHAT MAKES THE COGNITION DETERMINATE 
APPEARS ALONG WITH THE COGNITION ITSELF , HENCE THE COGNITION 

brought about by the Senses is clearly non-determihafe 
(free from Conceptual Content). — (1246) 

The Opponent might urge that the fact of the ‘ determining factor ’ 
appealing along with the Cognition cannot be accepted This is the argu- 
ment put forward m the following — 

TEXT (1247) 

If IT BE HELD THAT “ COGNITIONS APPEAR IN SUCCESSION (NEVER SDIUL- 
TANEOUSLY), AND THE IDEA OF SIMULTANEOUS APPEARANCE IS 
DUE TO THE QUICKNESS OF THE SUCCESSION , AS IN 
THE CASE OF THE WHIRLING FIRE-BRAND ” — 

[THEN THE ANSWER IS AS STATED IN 
THE FOLLOWING TEXT] — (1247) 

COMMENTARY. 

The question being raised as to why the Cognitions are perceived as 
appearing simultaneously, if, m reality, they appear in succession, — the 
answer given is that ‘ the idea of simultaneous, etc elc ' ; as m the case of 
the whirling fire-brand. That is, m the case of the whirling fire-brand, it is 
found that when the whirling is done very quickly , the idea produced is 
that of a single flaming circle ; all the several perceptions being mixed up 
as one ; in the same manner, cognitions appearing very quickly one after the 
other, there is the idea of their appearing together os one 

Or, the term 1 aldta * may be taken as standing for the perceptions of the 
fire-brand, the cognition being spoken of figuratively as the object ; the sense 
of the affix, vati remains the some as before, in this interpretation also- 
— (1247) 1 

The above argument of the Opponent is answered in the following — 

TEXT (1248) 

What has been asserted is that there is no perceptible Conceptual 
Content which is associated with the name of the 
object before the sian’s eyes — (?) — (1248) 

COMMENTARY 

R hot is meant is as follows .—What is being dealt with i<- not the fact 
o tlie two appearing together, but the absence of Conceptual Content m the 
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Perception ; and tins absence is proved by the fact that even when a man has 
Ins mind elsewhere at the time of the apprehension of the object before Ins 
oyes, ho does not apprehend the otherwise apprehensible Conceptual Content 
associated with the name of that object And the Opponent has urged no 
criticism against tins Because, e\en if the two cognitions are actually 
apprehended in succession, — the Conceptual Content is not apprehended, 
so that the attack does not affect our mam position — (1248) 

The following Text shows that the idea of the simultaneous appearance 
of the tw o cognitions is entirely mistaken — 


TEXT (1249) 

That the said idea (or the simultaneity op the other Conceptual 
Content and the Cognition) [cannot] be wrong has just 

BEEN MADE CLEAR AND THIS SAME SIMULTANEITY 
BETWEEN THE OBJECT AND THE COGNITION IS 
ALSO QUITE CLEAR POR THAT SAME 
REASON — (1249) 


COSIMENTABY. 


< It cannot be wrong ’-such is to be the construction along with what 
has gone before the tw o appearing at one and the same time 

11 1 111 of fact, an idea » regarded as W « ^ 

couid ba regarded a ; 

wrong . , .Wn no such cognition to the contrary * ” 

"How do you know that there is no s cognlt ion of the 

Answer -Thu has just ^ tnne as the mind is attracted 

object before the man’s eyes appea cognition that is called 

* -r " ^ .ur — . » 

‘Sense-perception wheretore w« 

(1249) 

av»o+ +Vip idgfli of the sftld 

» » «* -r « °r;£?£Zr£i£i ,» — «> 
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TEXTS (1250-1253). 

In the state op things attending upon the watching op the dancing 
girl, the whole lot sensations is apprehended at one and the 

SAME TIME, EVEN THOUGH THEB E ABE MANY INTERVENING FACTORS. 

Ip this also were regarded as a mistake due to the quick 

SUCCESSION IN WHICH THE SENSATIONS APPEAR, — THEN (THE ANSWER 
IS THAT) THERE IS STILL QUICKER SUCCESSION IN THE CASE OP COGNI- 
TIONS PRODUCED BY THE TWO WORDS ‘ laid ’ AND * tala ’ WHEN 
PRONOUNCED TOGETHER; WHY THEN IS THERE NO IDEA OP SIMUL- 
TANEITY IN THIS CASE * — Then in a CASE where THE OPERATIONS 
op the Mind alone are concerned, no succession should be 

PERCEIVED, BECAUSE ALL COGNITIONS (MENTAL OPERATIONS) OCCUR 
IN QUICK SUCCESSION AND DO NOT STAY FOR ANY LENGTH OP TIME. 
SO THAT IN ALL THESE OASES (OF QUICK SUCCESSION), NO SUCCESSION 
COULD BE PERCEIVED. THE NOTION OF SIMULTANEOUS COGNITION 
HOWEVER WOULD BE THERE, JUST AS IN THE CASE OP PERCEPTION OF 
SOUND, ETC. (IN THE CASE OP THE DANCING GIRL) — (1250-1253) 

COMMENTARY. 

Under such conditions as the witnessing of the dancing girl, we find that 
each single sensation, even though intervened by five other sensations, appears 
to be close to, and unseparated from, the other ; for instance, at the some 
tune that one sees the girl dancing, he also hears the song and its accompani- 
ments, goes on tasting the camphor and other spices, smells the sweet fragrance 
of flowers placed before the nostrils, toadies the air proceeding from the fans 
and thinks of making presents of clothes and ornaments. [All this goes 
on simultaneously.] Thus even when there are so many intervening factors, 
among the several cognitions, there appears the illusion that all these appear 
at one and the same time, — this illusion being due to the quick succession in 
which the cognitions appear ; — such being the case even when there are 
several intervening factors, it becomes all the more possible that there should 
be the notion of the letters being pronounced at one and the same time, 
in cases where two words like ‘ lata. ’ and ‘ tala ’, — or * Sarah ’ and * rasah ’ 
are pronounced, where the utterance of the syllables is so much quicker ; so 
that m the case of such utterances as ' sarah-rasah when the words are 
heard, there should be no recognition of the two diff erent, words or the two 
different things denoted by them.— Further, in a case where there is Conceptual 
Content in the form of pondering over several philosophical and literary 
problems, — which pondenngs are not interrupted by heterogeneous sensations 
tlirough the Eye, etc., — the appearance of the ideas is extremely quick ; and 
hence it would not be possible to form any idea of succession m them. And 
os oil Cognitions are momentary, and cannot continue for any length of time 
they always appear quickly ; so that the cognition of nothing could be successive 
ot all , ‘just as ^ 0 j $ e perception of sound, etc. ' ; — i.e. just as in the 
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caso of tho perception of sound, taste, etc nlule seeing the 
(1200-1253) 


girl dancing — 


As legmds (he instance of the ‘Whirling Fire-brand ’, it is ‘deioid 
of (lio Probandum ’ , — this is shown in tho following— 


TEXTS (1254-1256) 


Jn tiu. cask ot the Whirling Fire-brand, the illusion or simul- 

TANLITV ARREARS IN THE TORM OF THE CIRCLE , THIS NOTION OF 
THE ClKCM: is NOT DUE TO THE CONNECTINC OF THE VARIOUS PER- 
CEPTIONS or the Fire-brand as it is whirled round , because 

THE (CONTINUOUS) CIRCULAR FORM IS CLEARLY PERCEIVED IN 
TACT, THE SAID CONNECTING Or THE VARIOUS PERCEPTIONS COULD 
BE DONE ONLY BY REMEMBRANCE, NOT BY DIRECT PERCEPTION , 

as no Perception can apprehend what is past and gone — 
The object also of the Remembrance could not be very 

CLEAR, AS IT HAS ALREADY DISAPPEARED , FOR THIS SAME REASON, 
THE APPEARANCE OF THE CIRCLE ALSO COULD NOT BE VERY CLEAR 
(ir IT WERE DUE TO THE REMEMBRANCE OF THE MANY COGNITIONS) 

— (1254-1256) 

COMMENTARY. 


Whon this mental illusion appears, it does not appear as combining the 
several visual perceptions (of the Fire-brand) , it appears only as the Sense-born 
single perception of the Circular form, through the force of certain accessory 
circumstances , that this is so is clear from the fact that the perception is 
quite clear, and it would not be so clear if it were accompamed by the 
Conceptual Content. Because such combination of perceptions coMd be 
done only by Remembrance, not by Sense-born Perception, as ^ 
functions only when the object perceived is close by, and hence it could not 
apprehend what is past and gone The object too of such a Remembrance 
not bo clear — whv 1 — because it will have already disappeared 
Hence as the perception of the Whirling Fire-brand, if it were an illusion, 
,* ca rinot be an illusion, in fact, it is a sense-born 

SSr Ration ’ Thus the ^ ° PP " * * 

the character sought to be proved.— (1254-1256) 

to prove it by means of Inference 
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TEXTS (1257-1260) 

Or again, when there is no basis for the existence of a thing in a 

CERTAIN FORM, — THAT THING IN THAT FORM IS NOT ADMITTED AS 
REAL, BY THE WISE FOR INSTANCE, THE WHITE HORSE IS NOT 
ADMITTED TO EE THE COW BECAUSE THE BeWLAF AND THE OTHER 
FEATURES OF THE COW ARE NOT PRESENT IN THE HORSE. In 
THE CASE OF SENSE -PERCEPTION THERE IS NO REASON FOR THE 

presence of the determinate character (the character of being 

ASSOCIATED WITH CONCEPTUAL CONTENT), WHICH COULD BRING ABOUT 
THE APPREHENSION OF THE THING ALONG WITH ITS PROPERTIES 

— Spotted and other Cows are instances to the contrary 
If it were not so, it would lead to absurd contingencies. — 
The Reason adduced cannot be said to be * Unproven ’ (or 

NOT-ADMITTED) , AS THE UNIVERSAL AND OTHER QUALIFYING 

factors have all been rejected Nor are the properties 

COGNISED AS APART FROM THOSE FACTORS NOR ARE THEBE ANY 
SUCH PROPERTIES — (1257-1260) 

COMMENTARY 

The argument may be thus formulated —When the basis of the idea of 
-o, thing in a certain form is absent, that thing is not accepted by intelligent 
persons to be of that form for instance, the White Horse is not accepted as 
of the form of the Cow, because the basis of the ' cow-idea in the shape 

of the dewlap and other characteristics of the Cow, is absent in the Horse , 

in the case of Sense-perception, which is produced on the basis of the specific 
object Slue, — the basis for its being regarded as associated with Conceptual 
Content (i e Determinate), m the form of the apprehension of the object 
along with its properties, is absent , and thus there being no apprehension 
of the Cause [the effect, m the shape of its being associated with Conceptual 
Content cannot be there] The Spotted and Black Cows supply the Corrobora- 
te o Instance per contra. Lastly, there is the possibility of the incongrmtv 
that all things might become accepted to be of all forms and that the person 
ncooptmg things would come to be regarded as stupid. — Such is the upshot 
of the Inference put forward 
‘ Karla ’ is uhitc Horse 

Unncrsal, etc. ’ — -1 e the qualifying factors (postulated by the Realists). 

' otl ^ le ersal and tho Test are real entities, our Reason is not 
nproton , this is what is meant by the words — ‘ Kor is the thing, etc ’ ; 
t.c as apart from Colour and the rest which hate been bold to be qualified 
b.v the Properties (Universal, etc ) 

Question • “ If there is no cognition of Properties ns distinct from w hat is 
qualified, then, whj should it not bo a quahfjing factor I ” 

Aiimer — ‘ Kor ore there any such Properties i c ns differentiated 
lrotn the thing 
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Frora all this it follows that tlioro is no apprehension of anything along 
with its properties Hence the Season adduced by us cannot be said to 
be ‘ Unproven — (1257-1260) 

It might be argued that — “ There may be no qualifying Properties 
in the shapo of the Universal and the rest , the form of the word itself will 
be the distingmsliing property ” 

The answer to this is as follows — 


TEXTS (1261-1263) 


The Name also, which would be she ‘ Specific Individuality ’ of the 

WoBD, CAN NEVEE BE DENOTATIVE , AS THE IDEA OF THE ‘ SPECIUO 
Individuality ’ being the Denotes oe the Denoted has been 
already eejected— It is fob this eeason that the idea of 
the Denotes, and Denoted has been begabded as something 
superimposed (upon things) —while what one apprehends 
by Sense-perception is something which is not superimposed , 

BECAUSE THIS PERCEPTION IS THEBE ONLY WHEN THE ‘ SPECIFIC 
Individuality ’ is thebe,— and it is not thebe when the 
Sfecoto Individuality is not there-thbough the interven- 
tion OF SOMETHING ELSE OB SOME SUCH BEASON —(1261-1263) 


COMMENTARY. 

There can be no Convention in regard to the ‘ Specific Individuality 
, ® .. . s _ 0Clfi „ Individuality ’ of the Word , for the snnple reason 

not even to the Convention at the tune of usage , and 

that there can be no connection wa , other {orm o{ the Word , 

•'■'“'““217 m » ** 

zs ’ ■star 

thing ‘superimposed’ imaginary "° tr ^ p tonsha u become associated 

SKS^«=rjrC2 , i--**- 
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Answer — ‘ Through the intervention, etc etc . ’ — The term ‘ some such 
reason ’ stands for the distance of time, place and so forth —(1261-1263) 

The following Text adduces another proof for the =arae . — 


TEXT (1264) 


The nature of the Blue and other things, being individtjali.y 

SPECIFIC, IS INCAPABLE OF HAVING ANY CONVENTION IN REGARD 
TO IT , THE PERCEPTION OF THESE THINGS, THEREFORE, 

CANNOT BE ASSOCIATED TOTH -WORDS. — (1264) 


COMMBXTAKY. 

The nature — essence — of the Blue and other things is such that no 
Convention can bB made in regard to them 

The question being — “ why is it so J ”, — the answer is 1 hemg in- 
dividually specific ’ , that is, it is incapable of being present at the time of 
usage ; and Convention is for the purpose of usage alone , hence there can 
he no Convention m regard to it. 

Further, there is Convention only when the thing concerned has already 
become cognised, — not while it remains uncognised, unknown , and until 
the Perception has come about, it cannot apprehend the Blue, etc ; and as 
soon as it lias come about, it would (according to the Opponent) at once 
associate it with words , hut at the time that the Perception actually appears, 
— and also at the time of the apprehension of the related verbal expression, — 
the perceived thing, being momentary, cannot he present, and hence the 
Perception cannot apprehend it , by what then, and with what, would the 
It ord be associated ? From all this it is clear that the nature of the Blue and 
other things is incapable of having any convention m regard to it 
* Of these ’ — i e. of the Blue and other tilings. 

Cannot 6c associated, etc etc. ’ — a e. the verbal expression cannot enter 
into it. 

The argument may be formulated thus — When a thing is such that no 
Convention is known in regard to it, — there can be no * determinate ’ Percep- 
tion of it,— e g the Visual Perception of Odour , — and the Perception of tho 
Blue, etc is such that no Com ention is known m regard to it, — hence tho 
idea of the Perception being ‘determinate’ would involve a notion contrary 
to a wider proposition. — (1264) 


In the following texts, the Author <=et« forth the inadmissible character ’ 
of the Rea=on put forward b\ lumself (under Texts 12 >7—1260), — this criticism 
icing urged from the standpoint of the Digambara (Jama) philosopher, 
Sumati - — 
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TEXTS (1265-1267) 

“ Name (Universal) and the rest may not be the distinguishing 

PROPERTIES PERCEIVED, EX' THE OBJECT (OF SeNSE-PEBOEPITON) , — 
EVEN SO, THE REASON PET FORWARD DOES NOT CEASE TO BE inad- 
missible , BECAUSE IF THERE IS NO APPREHENSION OF THE THING 
AS DISTINGUISHED FROM OTHER THINGS, THEN, THERE WOULD EITHER 
BE AN APPREHENSION OF THE THING BY ITSELF ONLY, OR NO APPRE- 
HENSION AT ALL , AS IN THE CASE OF THE Jar, — IF THERE IS NO 
APPREHENSION OF THE JAR AS DISTINGUISHED FROM OTHER JABS, 
THEN THERE IS EITHER APPREHENSION OF TEE JAR BY ITSELF ALONE, 
OR NO APPREHENSION OF THE JAR AT ALL ” — (1265-1267) 


COMMENTARY. 

fivmah describes all things as easting in two forms— the Universal 
and the Particular , the Universal again is of two kinds— one determined by 
the Particular, e g the * Cow and that not so determined (conceptual), e g 
‘ Being ‘ Entity ’ That Universal which exists only in the undetermined 
(non-con’coptual) form is of only one form and is amenable to nan-conceptual 
Perception (Perception free from Conceptual Content), m the form of mere 
obeenalum, purely subjective Ideation ; while the other-i e the Universal 
determined by particulars-is amenable to Conceptual Perception -Such 

SVm tu,^Tlol^rie S Zhes the Non-Oonceptual Perception, purely 
subjective Ideation, as apprehending the ‘Specific Individuality of the 
particular (or Individual) ; and the Conceptual Perception as apprebendmg 

^ SwZt™n examining the nature of Perception in the Term of purely 
eubjectnc Ideation as posited * ***** M^g^uesTn-In this 

by itself, as clmraotenwd by^ own^^ ^ ^ ^ go perceived , then our answer 
Or is !t not so apprehended ^ J n . app rehcnsion of the Thing m a form 

to him is as follows .—If there na ppr ^ * s tmgmshed from a 
distinguished from other t gs , ’ e the {orm or character of the 

thmg other than the intended thi g, __ i{ there is non- 

mtended thing which is not P**en g J h a form ,-then, either tlierc 

apprehension of the Thing as qu sa id Thing even 

Zu I, ****** . 1 »• L«, „ a. . - 

«. P .~ r - - ti »« ** — 

in the case of the Jar * ,-this cites « (1267) _« In the case of the 

This example is explaine , ^ on 0 f the Jar m the form that 

perception of the Jar, if there, £ spared, -then either 

l impossible m another *»«£££ J* alone, -without any Wi- 
ther e would be apprehension of the 7 
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fication ns that of being of silver or of copper and so forth ; — or, if there is 
no apprehension of the Jar by itself, then there would be no apprehension of 
any Jar at all, — not even of the one intended , so that there would be no 
apprehension of the Jar at all — In the same manner, m the ease in question 
if the distinguishing character is not apprehended, there would either be 
apprehension of the thing alone by itself, — or there would be no apprehension 
at all ; there could be no escape from these alternatives ” — (1265-1267) 

[iSumati’s] Punapalaa (Criticism) against us thus would be as follows — 


TEXT (1268) 

“If Perception is regarded as apprehending the Thing as DIS- 
TINGUISHED FROM OTHER APPREHENSIBLE THINGS, — THEN THIS 

cognition would be Conceptual (Determinate), just like the 

COGNITION OF THE TREE AND OTHER THINGS ”• — (1268) 
COMMENTARY. 

“ If Sense-perception is intended to be apprehensive of the Tiling as 
characterised (distinguished) by a character not found anywhere else, — 
then it becomes Conceptual , because it apprehends the tiling ns characterised 
or qualified by some character , just like the Perception m the form ‘ TI 113 is 
o tree ’.’’—(1268) 

The following argument might be urged against Sumali — * There is 
no such thing as the Thing itself which could bo apprehended as qualified 
by a character ; what there is is only that qualified thing which is held by 
you, and also by me, to be the Particular (or Individual) ; it is this only that 
exists and is apprehended ’. 

To this Sumali makes the following answer . — 


TEXT (1269) 

“ There is no Particular (or Individual) without a touch of the 
Universal If this is not touched in the apprehension, 
then the Particular, becoming devoid of Being, 

CANNOT BE APPREHENDED ” — (1269) 

COMMENTARY. 

“ The term ‘ nialra ’, ‘ itself ’, in tho Opponent’s statements stands for 
the Universal, that wluch is called * Being ’ , and absolutely independent of 
tius Urusersa], there is no Particular (or Individual) which could be appre- 
hended — It might be =aid — ' Under > our view there may be such a Um\ r r-al, 
but this is not touched at nil at the time of the apprehension ’ — Otir nn-wor 
to tint is — Jf (? liS t,i not quite clear in the apprehension, tha' is due to i's hat mg 
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become, devoid of Being . — that is, if, at the time of apprehension, the said 
Universal ‘ Being ’ is not touched by Sense-perception, — and the Particular 
(or Individual) alone is apprehended, — then this Particular by itself, if 
apprehended at all, would be devoid of existence, as devoid of the character 
known as ‘ Being ’ , — and thus it could become characterless , and as such 
could not be apprehended by Sense-perception, because it would be devoid of 
Being, — having lost its Being or Existence, and become like the ‘skj- 
flower (1369) 

TEXT (1270) 

“ The assertion that the Cognition apprehends a Qualified Thing, 
and yet it is not Conceptual otplies great temerity indeed 1 
Certainly, no ‘ qualification ’ is possible except 

THROUGH CONNECTION WITH QUALIFICA- 
TIONS ”—(1270) 


COMMENTARY 

“ From all this it follows that your assertion— that the Cognition appre- 
hends a qualified object, and yet there is in it no Conceptual Content implies 
great temerity on your part, in making an assertion opposed to all canons 
of Bight Cognition ” 

This sums up the criticism against the Buddhist doctrine 

«■ The Reason for this is provided, m the words—' Certainly no quahfica 

tion, etc qualified without connection 

Z*h ^unifications -Hence that cognition which apprehends the qualifications 

18 ‘ C °Thf - - The Apprehension of 

srsMSS: ^ssssr-at: 

(1270) 

The following 5W proceeds to answer the above criticisms of Sumatx - 
TEXT (1271) 

WHEN THE COGNITION IS HELD TO APPREHEND THE QUALIFIED ?**<>,- 
TT IS BY REASON OP ITS APPREHENDING THE THIAG AS DIP 
PERENTIATED FROM OTHER HOMOGENEOUS AND HETERO- 
LeOUS THINGS,— AND NOT OF THE CONNECTION 
OF QUALIFICATIONS — (1271) 

COMMENTARY. 
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Jrom itself, — then it is * inadmissible ’ , because for the Buddhist, there is 
no such thing as the ‘ qualification ’, through connection with winch the 
cognition would apprehend things along with qualifications ; according to 
the Buddhist, what is apprehended is only the Thing itself as differentiated 
from homogeneous and heterogeneous things , and it is by reason of tins 
latter apprehension that the Cognition is said to apprehend the 1 qualified ’ 
thing — (1271) 

Question . — “ Then are all such expressions as * qualified ’, ‘ being 
distinguished ‘ qualified character and so forth purely negatne ? ” 

Answer — 


TEXT (1272) 

What is meant by * being qualified (distinguished) is * difference ’ 
— not the connection of qualifications But the idea also 
that * this is different ’ is not cognised as associated 
WITH WORDS (1272) 

COMMENTARY 

* Difference ’ — l e Differentiation (Preclusion) from homogeneous and 
heterogeneous things , — and this is not anything different from the tiling 
differentiated ; it is the thing itself which is spoken of m that form, through 
the exclusion of other things, when tins exclusion is meant to be emphasised 
The following might be urged — “ If there is always the apprehension 
of the Thing as distinguished from homogeneous and heterogeneous tlungs, 
then the Apprehension becomes * determinate ' (Conceptual) , because it 
appears m the Verbal form * Tlus is different Otherwise how could it 
apprehend the ‘ difference if it appeared in any other form ’ When a 
certain apprehension appears in one form, it cannot be said to apprehend 
another , if it did so, it would lead to an absurdity.” 

The answer to this is — ‘ But the idea aUo, etc etc ’ — (1272) 

Question — " How is it then that it is said to bo ‘ different ’ » ” 

Aligner — 


TEXT (1273) 

It is only after the thing has been apprehended as the ‘ negation 

or ALL THINGS OTHER THAN ITSELF — THAT THERE APPEARS 

the Conceptual Cognition en the said form 

—(1273) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ SvabhCirSt ’ — other than its own self — -When the Thing has be* n nppr< - 

handed as the negation of — as differentiated from — all other tiling--, nnrl 

when the (non-concept ual) perception in the specific form oi the Blue Ha- 
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appeared, — Uion thero follows the Conceptual Content associated with 
the words * it is different ’ If this were not so then it would be something 
of Uio nature of purely verbal expression, or the essence of the thing as 
associated with tlio verbal oppression, through which the thing could be asso- 
ciated with the name * different ’ or ‘ non-different and apprehended as such 

From all tins it follows that our Reason is not ‘ inadmissible — (1273) 

In case the Henson adduced by the Opponent — ‘ because it apprehends 
a qualified thing * — is based on the idea that through ‘ negation ’ (differentia- 
tion) itself tho thing becomes qualified , — even though it be not qualified in 
tlio son«-o of being connected with a qualification in the shape of some other 
flung, — c\en so our Reason cannot become ‘ Inconclusive ’ — This is what is 
show n in the following — 


TEXT (1274). 

Other people regard the Universal as not distinguished by 

QUALIFICATIONS, — WHICH UNIVERSAL THEY REGARD AS APPRE- 
HENDED BY NON-CONCEPTUAL PERCEPTION WHAT 
HAS BEEN URGED IS APPLICABLE TO THAT 
ALSO —(1274) 


COMMENTARY. 

The Universal has been held to be of two kinds— (1) distinguished by 
qualifications, and (2) not distinguished by qualifications. That winch is 
not distinguished by qualifications has been held to bo apprehended by 

Non-conceptual perception. , 

‘ To that ’—i e to the Universal —Hence the charge of being appre- 
hended by Conceptual Perception would apply to these also.— (1274) 


Question — “ How so ’ 
Answer — 


TEXT (1275). 

CONCEPTUAL -—{127 O) 

COMMENTARY. 

That is understood to be the t j le n\here would be no 

zsxz •• - — 
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something that is qualified And yet, according to your view, tins cognition 
is not conceptual , hence your Reason is itself Inconclusive — (1275) 

The said Sumati himself, anticipating the objection that Ins own Reason 
becomes ‘ Inconclusive ’ by the case of the Universal, has answ ered it Tins 
answer is shown m the following — 


TEXT (1276) 

“ A THING IS CALLED ‘ UNIVERSAL ’ WHEN IT IS APPREHENDED WITHOUT 
DISTINCTION , HENCE IT IS NOT RIG&T TO REGARD THE UNIVERSAL 
AS SOMETHING DISTINGUISHED FROM THE PARTICULAR.” 

-(1276) 


COMMENTARY. 

There is no ‘ Universal ’ apart from the Parliculais, by virtue of winch 
on being apprehended it would be amenable to Conceptual Perception ; in 
fact, it is only when the Particulars are apprehended without distinction 
that they are called * Universal ’ , that is to sai , when they are not cognised, 
each in its own distinctive form, they are colled * Universal ’. Consequently, 
how could the Universal ho distinguished ’ from the Particulars, by virtue 
of which its apprehension would become ' conceptual 1 — (1276) 

Question — How then can there be a clear division beta een the Um versal 
and the Particular ? 

-4«su,er (provided by Sumati) — 


TEXT (1277) 

When these (Particulars) are cognised as similar or dissimilar, 

THEY INDICATE THE EXISTENCE IN THEMSELVES, OF THE 
CHARACTER OF THE ‘UNIVERSAL’ OR THE 
' Particular ’ ’ — (1277) 

COMMENTARY. 

The-e -nine Particulars according a- iho\ nre ropuied ns similar or 
ui'«muinr, become spoken of n» Tnm M r or • Particular \ resjvcf.iob. 
41 
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Zz - - - - - 

The above cnt.csm of Surname is answered in the following- 


TEXTS (1278-1279) 

IP THE SAID ‘SMUTTY 1 AND ' DISSMLABZTY ’ ARE HELD TO PE 
Dlm®ENTIATED, THEN THE FACT OF THE UNIVERSAL BEING DISTIN- 
GUISHED FROM THE PARTICULARS REMAINS AS BEFORE —If, on" 
THE OTHER HAND, THEY ARE NOT HELD TO BE DZFFERENTll- " 

TED, THEN, HOW CAN THE CLEARLY MARKED DIVISION 
BE POSSIBLE, WITHOUT CROSSING EACH OTHER 2 

These is no other way in which 
THEY CODED BE CONCEIVED. 

(1278-1279) 


COMMENTARY. 


* Differentiated ’ —Not mixed up , l e the Universal being one thing and 
the Particular being another thing 

That the Universal is distinguished from the Particular is said only bv 
way of illustration , in fact the Particular also is distinguished from the 
Universal , as both these having distinct characters are clearly distinguished 
from one another 

‘ The fact, etc ’ — ‘ AmnUrnd ’ is unmixed This has been declared bj the 
same Svmah in the following words — “ The Particular is perceived only ns 
infused with the character of such Universal as ‘ Being ’ and the like, not 
otherwise, hence it is only right that what is qualified should form the 
object of a qualified (determinate, conceptual) Perception; as for the 
Universal, on the other hand, it is capablo of being perceived independently 
of all Particulars , and hence there can be nothing incongruous m its forming 
the object of the non-oonceptual Perception ” — This clearly marked distinc- 
tion would not be there 

It might be argued that — " It is not held to bo either distinguished or 
undistinguished ” 

The answer to that is— ‘ How can, etc etc ’ — As a matter of fact, among 
things so related that the presence or absence of one must imply the absence 
or presence of another,— the negation of one is inseparable from the affirma- 
tion of another, consequently, there can be no other alternative— (1278 
1279) 


Then again, to speak of the Particulars as apprehended ' without die 
taction ’ involves a contradiction in terms— This is what is shown in the 

following — 
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TEXTS (1280-12S1) 

Of the Particul ar Things there is no other characteristic except 

THAT OF BEING ‘ PARTICULAR ’ (OR ‘ DISTINCT ’) , HOW THEN CAN 

THERE BE ANY APPREHENSION OF THEM WHICH DOES NOT 
ENVISAGE THE ‘ DISTINCT ’ TORM ? EVEN IF THEIR FORMS 
ARE ENVISAGED, THEY ARE APPREHENDED ONLY AS 
DISTINCT FROM OTHER PARTICULARS , SO THAT 

their Perception would be ‘ conceptual \ 

-(1280-1283) 

COMMENTARY 

There is no * Particular ’ apart from the various Things If then, the 
Particular were not envisaged in the apprehension of the Universal, how 
could the various Things be apprehended * That is tosav, being non-different 
from the nature of what is not apprehended, the Particulars also would be 
not-apprehended 

If it be held that the various Things are apprehended, — then, if these 
forms are envisaged, — and are apprehended, — the Particular also would be 
apprehended, bemg, as it is, non-different from what lias been apprehended. 
So that, in regard to these various things, the Cognition that is held to be 
apprehensive of the Universal turns out to bo conceptual — (1280-1281) 

Further, it may be that the Universal being non-different from the 
Particulars, it may not be ‘ distinguished ’ from those , even so, the Universal 
would certainly bo 1 distinguished ’ from such featureless non-entities n® 
the ‘ Hare’s Horn ’ , and it would thus become apprehensible by Conceptual 
Perception , and yet it is not so ; hence your reason remains * Inconclusive ’ 

This is what is pointed out m the following — 


TEXTS (1282-1283). 

The Universal is cognised as ‘ distinguished ’ (distinct) from the 
featureless thing , hence for you, it should be cognisable by 
Conceptual Perception — If it be urged that “ t he Uni- 
versal cannot be regarded as distinguished from a 

NON-ENTITY”, — THEN (WE ASK) IS IT OF THE SAME 

nature as the Non-ent ity 5 If not, then 

■WHY IS IT NOT ADMITTED THAT IT IS 1 DIS- 
TINGUISHED ’ from it t — (1282-1283) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tlie following might be urged — “ There can be no distinction mad r 
between the Universal and the Non-cntity; nor can there bo any stmilanti 
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Oil 

n them Because that is supposed to bo a non-entity winch is not 
tiw/th my , mid mx.1i a thing cannot bo cither ‘ distinguished ’ from, or similar 
i*>. the Uimcrwil Jf it woro.it would bo an i?n/ify — Even if the Void— * e 
i lie Non entity— were 1 rlistmguisltod ’ from the Universal, then also it 
would bo on entity , became a non entity cannot have the character of ‘being 
distinguished ’ , and without the clmrnctor of ‘being distinguished’ a tiling 
cannot !>c regarded as * distinguished ’ — Nor can the Non-entity bo 1 similar ’ 
t o the Uim cr-.nl , n*. et en so it « ould lia\ o to bo Bn entity A non-entity cannot 
f i.i\ i a form similar to sonvothmg also , and unless a thing has a form similar 
to another’s, it cannot bo regarded ns ‘ similar ’ to it , ns otherwise it would 
b nd to an absurdity. — Hence rclntn ell to the Void (Non-cutity), the Uim ersal 
cannot lie said to ho cither diilinyuifhcd (distinct) or similar Because when 
one thing is either distinct or similar m relation to another thing, then this 
lai ter al-o Inis to bo regarded as distinct from, or similar to, the former If it 
w ore not ->o, then tlio ol tiers also could not bo perceived ns distinct from, or 
similar to, it. — Further, there is no such tiling as ‘non-entity’ apart from 
entity , when an entity is not found to be another entity, it is called ‘ non- 
entity ’ m relation to it; how then could it be ‘ distinguished’ 1 " 

All tlus lias been argued by Sumah , ns against all this, the Author 
proceeds to urge ns follow s — 


TEXT (1284). 

AS A MATTER OT FACT, IS THE CASE OF THE entity AESO, BEING ‘ DIS- 
TINGUISHED ’ consists in not hem g that sanut , and as the 
iNivtHSAE is not the same as the non-entity, why 

CAN YOU NOT REGARD IT AS BEING ‘DIS- 
TINGUISHED ’ FROM THE NON-ENTITY ? 

—( 1284 ) 


COJUIENTABY. 

In the case of tlio entity also, when it is * distinguished ’ from Non-cnWy, 
this ‘ being distinguished ‘ is not anything diSerent , it is only the negation 
T^cZ , the meaning heing that it is not the same « .the 

i* - 

tho' sense that it is not capable of any action ^^MdTJ^LZ 
the other hand is not regarded as ^stmetion of 

tTvmJZ'ir^Z Non-entity, and yet the Non-entity does not become 

an entity,— that is nothing very (ma de by Sumatt ) that it is nothing 

As regards the ’ ^litis c Jr that the writer has not pondered 

different from Entity and. sofortl , „ wijen lt JS said that ‘an 

over the meaning of h,s own . “otlSemg ^ ‘distinguished’ 

Entity is not found to be another en 7 - preclusion from it.— All 

from it becomes asserted , because it speaks 
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that lias been urged, therefore, is onlv the effect of blindness Hence we 
desist from further argumentation. — (1284) 

The upshot of lus whole argument is stated bv the Author m the 
following — 


TEXT (1285). 

From all this it follows that whatever Cognition appears in 

REGARD TO THE ‘ SPECiriC INDIVIDUALITY ’ OF THINGS APPERTAINS 
TO WHAT IS BEYOND THE RANGE OF 7VORDS AND IS 

hence non-conceptual — (1285) 

COMMENTARY 

With the following Texts, the Author proceeds to present the view of 
Kmnarila , and thereby indicates the charge against his own Reason (Premiss) 
put forward (under Text 1257 above), to the effect that 'alien there is ne 
basis for the existence of a tlung in a certain form, that tlnng, m that form, 
cannot be admitted as real ’, — that it is partly * inadmissible 1 os not present 
in a part of the Subject of the Reasoning — 

TEXTS (1286-1288) 

At first there is only a pre-cognilton, which is non-conceptual, 

LIKE THE COGNITION OF THE INFANT AND THE DUMB AND THE LIKE , 
IT IS BORN PURELY OF THE THING (COGNISED) , AT THAT MOMENT, 
NEITHER THE UNIVERSAL NOR THE PARTICULAR CHARACTER IS 
APPREHENDED , ALL THAT IS APPREHENDED IS ONLY A CERTAIN 
INDIVIDUAL WHICH IS THE SUBSTRATUM OF BOTH THOSE CHAR VOTERS 

( Shlokavartila — Sense-perception, 112-113). — Subsequently, the 
Thing becomes apprehended along with the properties or 
the Class-character ’ and the rest ; and the Cognition also 

BY WHICH it is THUS APPREHENDED IS REGARDED AS ‘ SENSE- 

perception — [ShloLaiarhla — Sense-perception, 120) ” — (1280- 
128S). 

COMMENTARY. 

All sense-perceptions arc made hero the Subject (of the Argument) , 
and the sense is that the Premi-s (of the Buddhist)— that ‘ the basis 0 f 
conceptuality, m the sluipe of the apprehension of the tlung qualified bv 
qua i cations, cannot bo thcic * — is not admissible Because n matte! 

° except m the imtial Prc-co/jnttion m nil other Sense perceptions, 1 the 
Apprehension of tlio tlung ns qualified b\ qualifications 1 present — If the 

uddhist puts forward Jus Premia in reference to the Prc -cognition then the 
argument is superfluous 

Such i- the view of the Opponent (Knmanfa) 
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- o/ ” "! r p "‘ or » *" — 

f..,. ml"'" ’ * ’" n “ '’ V ‘ ’ » <"»*»> fra. a. «, 


This w idea is made clearer .„ the second text (1287)—* Neither the 
nor th. Part, cular, etc etc ’-The toim * Partner ‘VtanZZ tL 
int. ninstiuln biii\/'r-ii[, * Cow ’ nnd flic like , and * Universal' f or the Sunmrnm 
fiPnns, Entity’ nnd tl.. like ‘ The substratum of both these ' , — tins indicates 
the pure (limp 


Siil^rqurnthi, tie ' — This makes clear the partial * inadmissibility ’ of 
1 )•• siiiiu* J’remis i * Subsrgunith/ ’ — i o after the apprehension of the appro- 
bation of the pine thing, — that engmtion, by which the tiling is apprehended 
nlong with the qualifications of the clnss-charncter nnd the rest, is also 
r < parried n« ‘ Sense perception ’ 

* -0'/ llir class diameter, etc '—This mdicatos the apprehension of the 
Thing ns qualified In tpinlihcntions 

Tins show c that t ho said cognition nppreliends what has not been already 
apprehended , — nnd also that tlio Promts (of llio Buddhist) is inadmissible — 
0280-1288) 


TEXT (1289) 

" At. AIN AND AGAIN, AS MORE AND MORE CONCEPTUAL CONTENTS COME 
IN, THERE FOLLOW FURTHER APPREHENSIONS, IN CONNECTION 
WITH THE SAME , AND ALL THIS IS REGARDED AS ‘ SENSE- 

rERCEPTioN ’ ” — ( Shlolavartila — Sense- 
perception, 125) — (1289) 

COMMENTARY 

* Attain and again * , — i c at the third nnd subsequent moments 

* There follow further apprehensions — i e such ns apprehend what has 
not been nlrendi apprehended 

‘In connection with the same i e m accordance with the connection 
of the sense organ concerned — (1289) 


The following might be urged (against Rumania) —11, at the first 
operation of the Sense organ concerned, the Thing does not 
with all its properties m the ^ ^ £££. 

should not so appear oven subsequently, as 
same in both cases 

The answer to this is provided in the following 
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TEXT (1290) 

“ When a man returns from briget eight into an inner boom, 

THINGS DO NOT MANIFEST THEMSELVES TO HIM IMMEDIATELY 
UPON HIS ENTRANCE , BUT THAT DOES NOT MEAN THAT EATER ON 
HE DOES NOT PERCEIVE THOSE THINGS BY HIS SENSE- 

ORGANS ” — ( Sblohivartika — Sense-perception, 12G) 

—(1290) 

COMMENTARY 
‘ UfnfU ’ — i o from bright, light 

The construction is ‘ wnal pravigtamatrandm ‘ who have just com» in 
■from bright light ’ 

' He does not perceive, etc etc ’ — The particular intonation implies that 
things are actually apprehended by the sense-organs — (1290) 


Having thus cited the Example, he applies the same idea to the oasa 
m question — 


TEXT (1291) 

" Just as, in the first instances, he perceives a mere semblance 

OF THE THING AND SUBSEQUENTLY HE PFRCEIVES THEM IN THEIR 
TRUE FORM, — SO ALSO WITH THE PROPERTIES OF ‘ CLASS- 
CHARACTER ’ AND THE REST ” — (Shlola lalilha — 

Sense-perception, 127) — (1291) 

COMMENTARY 

In the inner room tho Man npprohends the more semblance of the 
th.ng , later on ho apprehends the {lung more specificallv ns ‘ blue ’ nnd 
so forth , — m tho same manner in tho case m question, having, at first 
apprehended tho thing m its mere outline, ono would subsequently come to 
have the Perception of tho thing equipped with tho Cln«s-ehnrnctor nnd 
other properties So that there is no incongruity at nil — (1291) 

If such be tho ease, — and all tho cognitions that appear after the imtml 
Pre-cognition are valid, — then, in a case where the man has had the pro- 
cognition of the thing, nnd then closing Ins eves, conceives of tho thing ns 
connected with tho Class-clmrncter nnd other properties (as the Conceptual 
Content), then, inasmuch as this latter apprehends things not apprehended 
before this also would linvo to be regarded ns Sense-perception 

The answer to this (from Knndintn) is ns follows • — 
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TEXT (1292). 

“If after having fre-cocnised the thing, the man closes his 

EYES AND THEN IMPOSES CONCEPTUAL CONTENTS, — THIS LATTER 
WOULD NOT BE ‘ SENSE-PERCEPTION ’ , — BECAUSE IT IS NOT IN 
ACCORDANCE WITH THE CONNECTION (OF THE SENSE- 

ORGANS) ” — ( Shlokavarhka — Sense-perception, 128) 

— (1292) 

COMMENTARY 

• Saving pre-cogmsed ’ — i e having apprehended bj Pre-cogmtion 
1 Eyes ’ — to be construed with ‘ closes ’ 

• It is not m accordance, etc etc ’ — i e it has not been brought about 
by the contact of the sense-organ concerned ■ — -This has been thus asserted, 
by Rumania — “ Thus then the process of conceptual content being 
similar m the two oases, that cognition which follows upon the contact of 
the sense-organ has the character of sense-perception; — this is a ell-known 
among people, oven without any definition”, (Shlokaiarhka — Sense- 
perception, 254) — (1292) 

To all these arguments of Rumania, the answer is os follows — - 


TEXTS (1293-1294). 

What has been urged is not right If the Cognition in question 
appertains to the Specific Individuality of the Thing, ~ 
then, even on the apprehension of the Universal and 

OTHER PROPERTIES, IT SHOULD REMAIN FREE FROM VERBAL 

expression Because it has been proved before 
that the Specific Individuality of things 
cannot be denoted by words , HENCE the 
cognition that rests upon that 

MUST BE FREE FROM CONCEPTUAL 
Content (and association 
with words) — (1293-1294) 

COMMENTARY 

, m h6 word ‘even’ means ‘even 
'Even on ike apprehension, etc Th ^ Uiavorsn i, etc having 

granting that the Universal m the apprehension 

been already rejected, how o even so, on thoir apprehension, 

thereof 1 Well, granting that ^ iratia l Precognition, having 
the Cognitions that appear object, must bo free from 

only the Specific Individushty of « „ Because the Universal 

SSfSS: *>*- ■— “ SF " r ” 

Individuality 
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The argument may be formulated ns follows — That Cognition, which 
apprehends the Specific Individuality must be free from Conceptual Content, 
— like the Pre-cognition , — the Cogmtion that is held to be the subsequent 
Perception does apprehend the Specific Individuality , — so this is a natural 
reason (proving its non-conceptual character) 

This argument is only in the nature of a Bedudio ad absurihtm — The 
Reason cannot be said to be Inconclusive Because, that the Specific 
Individuality cannot be denoted by words has already been proved m the 
Chapter dealing with the ‘Exclusion of other Things’ (as forming the denota- 
tion of words) 

Nor is the Reason Contradictory , as it is present in all cases where the 
Probandum is known to exist — (1293-1294) 

It might be urged that — “ The Reason is Inadmissible, as it pertains to 
the Universal only 

The answer to this is as follows • — 


TEXT (1295) 

If the Universal alone were apprehended, twp.n the Qualification 
(Property) would be something absolutely distinct , and 
this is not what is acceptable to the other 
PARTY, AS ASSERTED (by HIMSELF).— (1295) 

COMMENTARY 

The qualification would be something absolutely distinct ' — from, the 
Thing qualified 

This is not acceptable to the other party — i e this absolute distinction 
between the qualification and the qualified 

How do you know that it is not acceptable ? ” 

Answer : * As has been asserted ' — i e bv lumself — (1295) 

Question . What is it that has been asserted by luni * ” 

Answer — [KumBnla says as below] — 


TEXT (1296) 

If THE QUALIFICATION WERE ABSOLUTELY DISTINCT FROM THE 
QUALIFIED, THEN HOW COULD IT BRING ABOUT IN THE qualified 
A COGNITION IN KEEPING WITH ITSELF 1 ” — [Shlolfl- 

t SrtiUi — Sense-perception, 142] — (1296) 
COMMENTARY, 

The term ‘absolutely' has been added in new of the fait tlmt -om*, 
sort of indirect distinction h admitted, iiuemuch as lus Men i- tlmt tin. 
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the qSS Tt T <*« 

has asserted as follows-— “As their ™ h o,ut6, l r non-difforent. He 
cannot be one and the samo^t " bT T ^ **"*• Coto ”’ «* 
diverse, as conceived m the form of 4 T? /! . ° fc ^ le * v flre 0110 as well ns 
fonn of ‘ Colour etc (when they are" "* Hw 
perception, 158) -He has agflln asserted^ ZL^ Bt,nse ' 

and the rest are not other than tv. t j Por us> Oie Universal 

percept, on, ^ l **^'~W*»*^ Sense- 

s^P-assas 

thS-‘The t° 6 ^ “ qU f fiCat, ° n ai a,I > Hs ** has been declared 

, } Qualification is so called because it colours tho qualified tbmc 

with its own cognition ’ — (1SD6> H 8 

rn f0!l0 ' nng ™ ght he OT « ed -“As a matter of fact, tho subsequent 
ogintions envisage both (the Universal as well as tho Particular), inasmuch 

: ^ * hBy appreh “ ld 18 ths PaMr °» *»« by A. , 

so that they cannot be said to apprehend the Specific Individuality only" 
Aha answer to this is as follows — 


TEXT (1 >97). 

Oxc AND THE SAME COGNITION CANNOT COMPREHEND BOTH THE SPECIFIC 
INDIVIDUALITY AND THE UNIVERSAE , BECAUSE, IF SUCH A COGNITION 
WERE ' CONCEPTUAE THERE COULD BE NO COMPREHENSION 
OF THE FORMER, — ON THE OTHER HAND, IF IT WERE OTHER- 
WISE, THERE COULD BE NO COMPREHENSION OF THE 

latter —(1297) 

COMMENTARY. 

It is not right that one and tho same Cognition should apprehend the 
Specific Individuality as w ell as thoUni versa! — Because, w ould that Cognition 
be Conceptual or yon-concepluaU If it v ere Conceptual, — Determinate, — then 
there could be no apprehension of the ‘former’, — ic the Specific 
Indi viduahty — If ‘ othcruji.ee — i e if it is Non-conccptml , — then thorn could 
be no apprehension of the 1 latter ’ — i e of the Universal — (1297) 

It has been proved that if the subsequent Cognitions apprehend tho 
Specific Individuality, they must be * Non conceptual ’ —The Author now 
proceeds to show that — even granting that the said cognitions are ‘Conceptual’, 
as they would be apprehending onlv what h«s been already apprehended 
(by the previous yon- conceptual Cognition), no validity could nttncli to those 
Cognitions — 
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TEXT (1298) 

OX ACCOUNT OF THERE BEING NO ABSOLUTE DISTINCTION (BETWEEN 

the Universal and the Specific Individuality), — if the 
Universal and other properties have become already 

APPREHENDED BY THE INITLAL COGNITION, — THEN THE 
SUBSEQUENT COGNITION WOULD BE APPREHENDING 
ONLY WHAT BAS BEEN ALREADY APPREHENDED, — 

AND IT WOULD THUS BE LIKE 

Remembrance — (1298) 

COMMENTARY. 

The X ni\ ersal and the rest are not regarded as absolutely distinct from 
the Individual ; as has been declared bv Kumarila (in Shlokavartika^ Sense, 
perception, 141) that — -“The Universal and the rest are not anything other 
than the Individual ” Under the circumstances, as the Universal and the 
rest will have been already apprehended by the initial (non-conceptual) 
Pre-cogmtion, the subsequent definite (conceptual) cognition of the same 
Universal and the rest would be apprehending only what lias been already 
apprehended,— and thus being like Remembrance,— it must have to bo 
regarded as invalid. 

This argument may be formulated as follows : — The Cognition appre- 
hending what has been already apprehended cannot be valid, — e g. Remem- 
brance the Conceptual Cognition following on the wake of Perception 
apprehends what has been already apprehended ; — hence there is perception 
of a diameter contrary to the wider notion (of validity). — (1298) 

[Says the Opponent] — u If the Reason adduced here is that “ the 
Xmversal, etc. are already apprehended as differentiated from all imposition 
(Doubts and Misconceptions), — then it is one that is * not-admitted ’ ; if it 
means that they are apprehended somehow, then it is Inconclusive, in view 
of the character of Inference •*. 

This is the argument that is set forth m the following — 

TEXTS (1299-1300). 

(At THE INITIAL STAGE), THERE IS ONLY A VAGUE IDEA OF SEVERAL 

UNIVERSALS, AND THERE IS NO DEFINITE IDEA OF ANYTHING , 

THE DEFINITE IDEA COMES ONLY LATER ; AS THIS APPREHENDS 
THE THING AS DIFFERENTIATED FROM ALL IMPOSITIONS 

(Doubts and Misconceptions). Just as 
Inference apprehends the object as 

DIFFERENTIATED FROM IMPOSITIONS, SO 
ALSO DOES THE (LATER) DEFINITE 

Cognition " — (1299-1300) 

COMMENTARY. 

At tI ’, e fi ” t *1*0 Thing is apprehended by Pre-cognition only in n 
vague, not in the well-defined form ; the well-defined cognition comes only 
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, mnm . 

apprehended by Perception thorn °’ & ^ Subjeot ’ Sol,nd . has been 

A«. «»^sss a ir’t2rs tBef r ofife ««»• 

m the same manner the subsequent Perceptual Co^oa ZZs S’ 

On tL, pal Z a Z,TrV h ° ^ “ diffcr “ d impositions 
this point of « ell-defined cognition apprehending things differentiated 

rom imposition, you also do not hold a different opLn. ast Z" 
3 our assertion to tho following effect-' Between well-defined cognition and 
mpoacd cognition subsists the relation of the annuBer and the annulled, and 
i is understood that the woll-defined cognition becomes operative on the 
tJjing being differentiated from impositions * ” — (1299-1300) 

Tho answer to the above is es follows — 


TEXTS (1301-1303) 

AS A MATTER OF FACT, THE VALIDITY OF INFERENTIAL COGNITION DOES 
NOT REST UPON ITS APPREHENDING A THING DIFFERENTIATED FROM 
IMPOSITIONS , IF THAT WERE SO, THEN REMEMBRANCE ALSO WOULD 
HAVE TO BE REGARDED AS Valid WHAT REALLY HAPPENS IS THAT 

after the Sense-perception (of a certain thing) there appear 
CERTAZN IMPOSITIONS (DOUBTS AND MISCONCEPTIONS), AND IT IS 
BY REASON OF SETTING ASIDE THESE IMPOSITIONS THAT INFERENTIAL 

Cognition has been regarded as valid — This is not possible 

FOR YOU , BECAUSE IN THE CASE OF SUCH COGNITIONS AS ‘ THE 
WHITE — COW — WALKING’ — AFTER THE SENSE-PERCEPTION, NO 
IMPOSITION IS FOUND TO APPEAR, WHICH COULD BE NEGATIVED (BY 
THE SUBSEQUENT VALID COGNITION) — (1301-1303) 


COMMENTARY 

The validity of Inference lies in its precluding the imposition that has crept 
m, and not merely m precluding an imposition , m the latter case validity 
would attach to Remembrance also In the case of the (initial non con- 
ceptual) Perception being followed by the conceptual perception of the ‘ white— 
cow— walking there is no preclusion of an imposition that has crept m, 
because no such imposition has actually come in 

“ How do you know that it lias not come m 1 " 

AntttW — In the case of such cogtudons, etc etc ’ when a Concept 
does come in, it does not. remain uneogmsed , lienee, being capable of being 
cognised, if the Imposition ,s not cognised, it follows that it has not come 
in at all —(1301-1303) 

All tins has been said after taking it for granted £ 

the rest do exist Row the Author proceeds to show that tn t). 
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Universal and the rest do not exist at all, and hence the Perception appre- 
hending them cannot he conceptual • — 

TEXTS (1304-1305) 

AS A MATTER OP FACT, UNIVERSAL AND THE REST DO NOT EXIST, EITHER 
AS NON-DIFFERENT, OR AS DIFFERENT, FROM (INDIVIDUALS), — BY 

VIRTUE OF WHICH THE CONCEPTUAL COGNITION OF THOSE COULD 
HAVE THE CHARACTER OF ‘ PERCEPTION ’ — (a) [THEY 
CANNOT BE THE SAME AS THE INDIVIDUALS] BECAUSE 
THEBE IS NO COMPREHENSIVENESS. (6) [NoR CAN 
THEY BE DIFFERENT FROM THE INDIVIDUALS] 

BECAUSE THEY DO NOT APPEAR AS DIFFER- 
ENT FROM THE iNblVIDUAL — (c) 

[Nor can they be both differ- 
ent AND NON-DIFFERENT] 

because Difference and 
rum-difference always 

REMAIN MUTUALLY 
EXCLUSIVE. — 

(1304-1305) 

COMMENTARY. 

The Universal and the rest (if they existed) could be either (a) non- 
diBcront from the Individuals, — or (6) different from them, — or (c) both, 
different and non-different. 

(1) The first alternative cannot be right ; because there is no comprehen- 
silences ; i e. there is absence or negation of pervasion , that form is called 
‘ Universal ’ which pervades over several things ; there is no such ‘ pervasion ’ 
among individuals, whereby they themselves could become the * Universal • ■ 
if there were such pervasion, the entire universe would come to be of the 
somo form ; so that there could be no Universal at all ; as the Universal 
must subsist in several things. 

(2) Nor is the second alternative possible [i.e. the Universal, etc cannot 

be different from the Individuals] ; ‘ because they do not appear as different 
from the Individuals ’ , — the term ‘ bhedat ' stands for Individuals ; — and 
uhat does not appear cannot bo perceived. Tins lias boon thus declared 

Individuals do not porvade over one another ; there is no other porvasivo 
entity ; how then can anything bo different from Cognition T ’ 

(3) Nor is the tlurd alternative possible ; ' because the two mews of difference 
and non-difference are mutually exclusive ’, — that is to say, when two tilings 
are mutually exclusive, the negation of one must moan the affirmation of 
the other, and difference and non-diffcrcnco arc so mutual!} exclusivo, 
because the nature of one is such that it must preclude the nature of tho 
other. Hence there can be no third alternative (in addition to difference 
and non-diffcrencc). — (1301-1305) 
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Says the Opponent — ■” If Sense-perception is noit'Conceptual, lion is 
activity earned on on its basis r> — 1 This is a means of bringing liappmess * 

‘ tins is a source of unhappiness — one always makes up his mind definitely 
on these lines and then betakes lumself to activity for the securing of the 
former and the avoiding of the latter — Further (under your view) there can 
bo no idea of Inference or Inferred , because at the tune of Inference, the 
character m question, os also the subject wherein it is sought to be proied. 
must be such as have been previously- cognised ra a definite form , — and they 
could not be regarded as definitely cognised by a Perception that is itself 
uncertain Nor could it bo regarded ns cognised by Inference , os that yvould 
mean an infinite regress of Inferences There is no third Means of Right 
Cognition (for the Buddhist, except Perception and Inference) So that 
wider your now-, there would be an end to all forms of actmty — From 
all tins, and on the basis of the Reason that activities are actually earned on 
on the basis of Inference, etc , it becomes established that the idea of Percep- 
tion being noti'Conceplual is ruled out by Inference 

To one who would argue thus, the Author offers the folloyung answer — 


TEXT (1306). 

As A MATTES OF FACT, EVES THE nOll-COUCEptUal PERCEPTION HAS THE 
POTENCY TO BRING ABOUT THE CONCEPTUAL CONTENT , HENCE 
THROUGH THAT, IT BECOMES A FACTOR IN ALL ACTIVITY 

—(1306) 


COMMENTARY. 

■ Through that ' -That is, through the Conceptual Content, the -Men-m*- 
,, Jpercltion also becomes the cause of definitive cognition and thereby 
cental PeTC °P* ° * . For stance, even though Sense-perception 

becomes a factor , , t w ii 9neV er it appears, it appears ns 

quahf ymj^ J ias tance-as differentiated from all other homo- 

perceived— -like in e, perception apprehends 

geneous and heterogeneous = ’ nd , s „j so accompanied by 

one definite thing wit a we - om g tlier homogeneous and hetero- 

the idea of the thing as eIe tl t game thing, certain positive 

geneous things, -it renders mamfes^ m ttat s am, ^ ft ^ ^ o{ 

and negative concepts-such a mdl ^ )Ctlv re]at ed to the Thing 

flowers’ , as these two eoncep ■ 0von though tlioy are in perfect 

concerned, they are not Rnd the’reason for this lies in the fact that 

accordwxtb thereal state of » ’ ^"Hhat is cancel, and as such 

i5^r- - - - 
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m regal d to anything, it envisages it because it bears its semblance , and as 
anything other than that thing is not perceived it distinguishes the former 
tiling from all else , m connection with all things, there are these two poles — 
what is perceived and what is other than the perceived ; consequently it is 
indicated that there is no third alternative 

“If that is so, then, if the Subject, — Sound, for instance — has boon 
apprehended by Perception itself, the inferential concept of non-ctcmality 
that appears in connection with it cannot be valid ” 

That does not aSect our position. Even though the Perception be 
brought about, yet that aspect of the thing alone is said to be * apprehended ’ 
(by the Perception) in regard to which the resultant definite cognition is 
produced and which alone lends itsolf to activity; while that aspect m 
regard to which it is not able to produce a definite cognition, because of the 
operation of an imposition based on misconception, — even though such an. 
aspect might be apprehended as fit for lending itself to activity, — it is regarded 
to be as good as not-apprehended , and it is m regard to this that, for the 
purpose of setting aside the said imposition. Inference becomes operative 
and hence valid , — no such validity can belong to the Conception that follows 
m the wake of the Sense-perception , as m the latter case, there is no setting 
aside of any imposition that has come in 

Question : — “ What is the reason that, though the apprehension appears 
m regard to the form of the thing which is different from that of all other 
tlungs, yet the resultant Idea is not certain and definite ? ” 

Answer . — -The reason lies in the fact that it is dependent upon other 
causes Meroly because a thing has been apprehended it does not follow that 
the Idea in regard to it is certain and definite , because it depends upon other 
cause?, in the shepe of repetition, the man’s mtorest, the vividness (of the 
original perception) and so forth Just as, when one has the same person 
as lus Father and Teacher, when he sees him coming, the definite idea 
m his mind is * My Father is coming ’, not ‘ my Teacher is coming — (130C) 

Bhamvilta and others, who tako exception to the idea that * the non- 
conceptual Perception leads to activity through bringing about the Conceptual 
Content', bring forward certain arguments; — these ore set forth m the 
following — 

TEXT (1307) 

" The non -concept val cannot bring about the Conceptual Content, — 

(a) BECAUSE THEIR OBJECTS ABE DIFFERENT, — AS IN THE CASE 
OF THE COGNITION OF COLOUR, ETC , — AND ALSO BECAUSE 

it is non -conceptual — like the Eve ltc ” — 

(1307) 

COMMENTARY 

The cognition produced bj the Senses (which is non-conceptunl) cunnot 
bring about the conceptual cognition, which is mental, — (a) because thcr 

objects arc different, as in the cn«e of the cognitions of Colour Touch, etc ; 

anil nho (6) because it is non-coneep’ual, — like the Die aud other organs 
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instance citeTil ^mt^ZTofthe^r] th “ r objeots nro different’. Dm 

ot the Season * Because it is non-conceptimP °thf°“? *** ' ’ n " d W su W >ort 
eye, etc ’ — (1307) P ’ the stnneo rated is ‘like the 


The following Text points out the defects the nbote reasoning - 

TEXT (1308) 

Tra is no incompatibility between the Ooranm Content 
* d the said Reasons , nor is there difference » their 

OBJECTS , AS THE OBJECT APPREHENDED BY THE 
ONE IS THE SAME AS THAT APPREHENDED 
BY THE OTHER — (1308) 


COMMENTARY 

Both the Reasons adduced (m the preceding Text) arc ‘ Inconclusive ’ 
as no incompatibility has been indicated between the Reasons and tho 
contrary of the conclusion sought to bo proved by them 
Anayoh ’ — of the two Reasons 

‘ Nor is there difference, etc etc. ’ .—that is to say, oven though tho 
Conceptual Content is objective (has anobjoct), jet tho assertion that * thoir 
Objects are different ’ is ‘ inadmissible — (1308) 


In reality however the Conceptual Content is not objective, it is w itliout an 
object . hence the Reason cited is all tho more inadmissible Tins is shown 
m the following — 

TEXT (1309) 

In reality, the Conceptual Content proceeds without any 

OBJECTIVE BASIS , IT HAS NO OBJECT AT ALL, WHICH COULD 
DIFFER FROM ANYTHING ELSE — (1309) 


COMMENTARY. 

The following Text shows that tho Corroborativo Instnnco (cited bv 
BhSmvtkla, in 1307 above) “ as in the enso of the cognition ot Colour, etc ", 
i, devoid of the Probnndum (tho character sought to bo prosed) — 


TEXT (1310) 

Among the cognitions op Colour, Sound, ltc , mutual cai sal 

RELATION IS ACTUALLY PRESENT , HENCE THE iNSTANCl THAT 
HAS BEEN CITED IS ONE IN WHICH THE BRORA'S DU M 
IS NOT KNOWN TO I.XIST — (1310) 

COMMENTARY 

—As among the Cognitions of Colour, Sound, i to , im utol ( am al relation 
is actually present,— consisting in tlw fart of th« ir following in the vat a of 
one another — (1310) 
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Again, the Text is going to show that the reason “ Because their objects 
are different ” (cited by BhauviUa m Text 1307) is Inconclusive, by reason 
of its presence in a tlnng where the Probandum is definitely known to 
be absent — 

TEXT (1311) 

iNAsarocH as between the Cognition of Fire and the Cognition of 

Smote , THERE IS THE RELATION OF CAUSE AND EFFECT, — THE 
SAME COULD BE POSSIBLE IN THE CASE IN QUESTION 
ALSO , HENCE THE REASON CITED IS FOUND 

to be Inconclusive also — (1311) 

COMMENTARY 

* Elastmn * stands for the Reason cited — “ Because their objects ore 
different ” 

The Cognition of the Middle Term 1 Smoke ’ is the cause of the cognition 
of the Major Term * Fire ’, — even though the objects of the t\i o cognitions 
are different The same may be the case here (with the non-conceptual and 
the conceptual) So that the Reason adduced is Inconclusive — (1311) 

Having thus proved the fact of Sense-perception being ‘ free from Concep- 
tual Content’, the Author next proceeds to explain the use of the other 
qualification, not erroneous * (in the definition of Sense-perception pro- 
pounded by himself under Text 1214) — 

TEXT (1312) 

THE EPITHET NOT-ERRONEOUS ’ HAS BEEN ADDED FOR THE PURPOSE OF 

EXCLUDING SUCH ILLUSIONS AS THOSE OF THE ‘ * Kcshondrakd ’ 
(HaIR-TUFT) AND THE LIKE , AS THESE ARE NOT REGARDED 
AS ‘ VALID COGNITION ’ ON THE GROUND OF 
THEIR BEING * ERRONEOUS ’ — (1312) 

COMMENTARY 

The terns ' not -erroneous’ should be understood as ‘not incongruent’ 
—and not as ‘ having for its basis a form as it really exists ’ —If this latter 
wore meant, then, as under the view of the YogSdiara (the extreme Idealist) 
there can be no real basis, tile definition, thus interpreted, would not be 
applicable to Sense-perception ns accepted by both theorists (the Realist 
SautrSnUta and the Idealist Yogacbiira) — As regards ‘ hemp non-ineon- 
pnent , what it means is ‘ tlie presence of the capacity to ennsnco a tlung 
which is capable of the intended fruitful activity ', — not actuallv cniisaging 
it ; as obstacles arc likclv to appear m tlie actual envisaging. 


* Kc'hondral.a • Hair-Tuft’ — It i- not clear what is moan! by this It is 
supposed to stand for tlie idea one has on closing the eyes of tufts of hair floating 

in t e regions of the oyo , which idea is ' erroneous as there is no real Hair Tuft 
there 


42 
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***"*« ‘not 

content ’ ? •* s the freedom from conceptual 


TEXTS (1313-1314) 

Some people have held that Illusion is purely mental But that 

IS NOT SO , AS IT IS FOUND TO APPEAR ONLY WHEN THE SENSE- 
ORGAN IS PRESENT (AND OPERATIVE) AND TO OEASE 
WHEN THIS LATTER (BECOMES DISORDERED, CEASES) 

- If IT WERE PURELY MENTAL, IT SHOULD CEASE 

LIKE THE ILLUSION REGARDING A SERPENT, 

EVEN WHEN THE DISORDER OF THE 

Sense-organ has not ceased , 

AND YET IT CONTINUES TO BE 
PERCEIVED QUITE CLEARLY 

—(1313-1314) 

' COMMENTARY 

The idea of these * some people ’ is that it is not necessary to add, to 
the definition of Sense-perception, the qualifying term 1 not erroneous ’ 
(for the purpose of excluding Illusion which, being puiely mental, can never 
be ‘ Sense-perception ’) 

Against this new the following might be urged — Granting that Illusion 
is mental , even so, it is not necessary to add the qualifying term ‘ not 
erroneous ’ , because what the person propounding the definition under 
renew wanted to do was not to provide a definition of only that ‘ Sense- 
perception ’ which is brought about by the Sense-organs, but also of that 
Sense-perception which appears in the Mystic and wluch is purely mental , 
as in this latter Dream-cognition also is non-eoneeptual, as it appears quite 
distinctly , and yet it is not * non-erronoeus ’ , hence for the exclusion of this, 
the addition of the qualifying term ‘ non-erroneous ’ is necessary 

This is true, but there are Illusions possible through the Senses also 
[and they are not always menial] , hence the said view of ‘ some people ’ is 
not right 

The author explains how Illusions may be sense-born — ‘ But that ts 
not so, etc ate ’ — The illusion appears only when the Sense organ is there, 
and when the Sense-organ is in any way disordered, i e hurt — the Elusion 
ceases , which shows that like any other sense-born cognition, this Illusion 
of the ‘ Hair ; tuft ’ and the Uke also is Sense born 

Further, if the Illusion belonged entirely to the Mind, then the mental 
aberration would be the sole cause of the Illusion, and hence the Illusion 
would cease on the cessation of the mental aberration, though the disorder 
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of the Sense-organ may still be there — The illusion regarding the serpent 
and such things is cited as an example 

That the Illusion should not be very ' clear is another incongruous 
possibility cited What is mixed up with Conceptual Content cannot bring 
about a very clear apprehension of the Thing , as the said Content operates 
only through the presentation of the Universal (winch is always vogue) — 
(1313-1314) 

The following texts sets forth the objection of the other party : — 

TEXTS (1315-1320) 

“ (a) AS KEGAEDS THE REASON THAT ‘ THE ILLUSION IS THERE ONLY 

when the Sense-organ is ther'e — in its direct sense, it is 
Inadmissible , and in its indirect sense, it is Inconclusive , 

AS IT IS PRESENT in REMEMBRANCE ALSO — (6) As REGARDS THE 

Reason 1 Illusion is an aberration brought about by the dis- 
order of the sense-organ — that is clearly- found also in the 

CASE OF EFFECTS PRODUCED INDIRECTLY, — FOR EXAMPLE, IN THE 
CASE OF THE Mllle AND SUCH THINGS — (c) As REGARDS THE IDEA 

THAT ‘ ALL JD3NTAL ILLUSIONS CEASE AFTER REFLECTION THIS 

ALSO IS not quite, true (INCONCLUSIVE), IN VIEW OF SUCH IDEAS AS 

‘ Entity ’ and ‘ Universal ’ If it be held that these notions 

DO OEASE ON THE SUBSEQUENT NOTION THAT ‘ THESE ARE NOT FOUND 

in the Specific Individuality of Things — then the answer 

IS THAT SUCH CESSATION IS POSSIBLE ALSO IN THE CASE OF SUCH 
ILLUSIONS AS THAT OF ‘ TWO MOONS ’ — If IT BE URGED THAT THE 

existence of these does not cease — then, the same may be 

SAID IN REGARD TO THE NOTIONS OF THE UNIVERSAL, ETC ALSO — 
As REGARDS THE ILLUSIONS REGARDING GOD AND SUCH OTHER 

Beings, appearing in persons who are bent upon believing in 

THEM, THERE IS NO CESSATION AT ALL, EVEN ON LISTENING TO 

millions of Reasons , in fact, these dull-avttted persons 

DECLARE THAT THESE REASONS ARE NO Re ASONS AT ALL ”—(1315- 

1320) 

COMMENTARY 

(a) If the fact of Illusion being there onlv when the Sense-organ is there 
is cited ns n Reason in the direct sense then it is Inadmissible for one or 
the otb< r of tin two parties , for tho other parti' it is not proved that Illusion 
is produced itirccth/ from the Reuse organs ; ns that is exactly wlmt is still to 
be proved On the other hand, if it is meant in the indirect sense, that the 
Illusion ln-mit there onlv w-hon the Sense-organ is there is rued ns the Reason ; 

then it is Inconclusive ; because Mich indirect ( nmomiinnee with tip' Sense- 
organ is present in Remembrance aho (which i- not rrc.irded ns Sense, 
horn) 
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(6) As regards the P remiss that * the Illusion is an aberration brought 
about by the disorder of the Sense-organ,' — that also is I nadmiss ible in the 
direct sense ; and if taken m the indirect sense, this also is Inconclusive , 
as in the case of the Mule, which is bom of the Mare from the Ass, — oil the 
embryonic stagos intervene between the contact of the animals and the 
birth of the Mule — and it is only when the final product is subsequently 
found to resemble the Ass that the idea comes about that it is bom of the 
Ass ; but that does not necessarily lead to the conclusion that it i produced 
from the Ass directly 

(c) The assertion that “Mental Illusion ceases on reflection’ is also 
Inconclusive,' — in view of the ideas of Entity and Universal ’ That is, 
for you the Buddhist, — who, relying on Reasoning, hold that there is no such 
thing as the Universal, — the generic idea that there is in regard to things 
like the Jar being ' entities ’ or ‘ umversals ’ does not cease at all —If you 
think that — " when one comes to reflect over them, the said ideas do dis- 
appear, through such notions as * these ideas do not appertain to the Specifio 
Individuality — then we say that this is no answer at all. In the ease of 
the Illusions regarding * Too Moons ’ and the like,— when one comes to 
ponder over them, they also cease through the notion that 'these do not 
appertain to the Specifio Individuality ’ , and yet these do not become 
‘mental’ 

It might be urged that “ the existence of these does not cease 

The same may be said in regard to the notions of the Universal, etc 
also , as the existence of these also does not cease — (3315-1320) 

The following Texts supply the Author’s answer to the above 
arguments — 

TEXTS (1321-1323) 


The idea op the Illusion being there when the Sense-organ is 
there cannot be said to be ‘ Inadmissible M* its 
Because thesre is no intervention by any dnmistaxen (right) 
notion, as no such intervening right notion is » 
bended —Even when the man has his mind not 
other things, he has the continuous perception op two 

™ S ’^H SHOWS THAT THE PRODUCTION (OE THE FUSION 

r Se ’sense-organ) IS NOT indirect -As regards the hi« 
i.x3-n xYTOTTr WHERE THEBE IS THE 

' > B K». 

* — «» OF ™ 

<URHE IP THE PERSON SO WISHES 

ST’bLttng to God (1321-1323) 


COMMENTARY 


, ie xt must be admissible -Why ’-Because 

‘Cannot be Inadmissible . ^ ^ not ,on-of the One Moon;- 

there is no intervention by 7 
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because while it would, be cognisable if it were there, no such notion is cognised 
at all 

This same idea is made clear in the sentence — ‘ Even when the man, etc . 
dc ’ — ‘ Continuous ’ — is to be construed with ‘ perception of the Two Moons \ 
For this same reason the Premiss, that ‘ illusion is an aberration produced 
by the aberration of the Sense-organ ’, also is not ‘ Inconclusive ’ As 
tlus also is not interrupted, — in view of which the case of the Mule would 
render it false, inconclusive 

As regards the notions of * Entity ’, * Universal ’ and so forth, — when 
the person retracts them by his own wish there is cessation of these also 
But in the case of the Illusions hke that of the ‘ Hair-tuft there can 
be no retraction at will ; hence our premiss is not Inconclusive 

It might be argued that — “ even in the case of Perception through the 
Senses, there can be cessation at will, by closing one’s eyes for instance ” 
The Visual Perception does not cease immediately on the appearance of 
the wish , m fact what is brought about by the man’s wish is only the closing 
of the eyes , and it is only when the Eyes have ceased to function that the 
Visual Perception ceases In the case of mental Illusion, on the other hand, 
it ceases directly after the wish of the man , hence the two cases are not 
analogous It has to be borne m mind that, when the Eyes are fixed upon a 
thing, even though the man may not wish to look at the thing, the thing 
is actually seen ; so that the wish has no direct influence upon the Visual or 
other Perceptions — (1321-1323) 


TEXT (1324). 


There are others who declare that — " notions like ' the yellow 

CONCH-SHELL ’, EVEN THOUGH ILLUSORY, ARE VALID, — INASMUCH 
AS THEY ARE NOT INCONGRUENT WITH EFFECTIVE 
ACTION ” (1324) 

COMMENTARY. 


There are »ome people belonging to our own parts (Buddlusts) who 
do not wash to have the qualification ‘ not -erroneous ’ (m the definition of 
Sense-perception) , because (they argue that) even the illusory idon of 
the Aellov conch-shell ’ is Scnsc-pcrccpiion Because it cannot be Inference, 
as it is not brought about bv an Inferential Indientire And thnt it is rnhd 
is clear from the fact that it is not incongruent with realm It was for tlus 
reason thnt the Teacher Dmietya did not introduce this qualification— 1 not 
f— roneou- ’ — in his definition of Sense-perception Error Illunon /yrioroiirr. 
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Inference — these ho hns mentioned as having the ‘ Semblance ’ of Perception, 
" Inch shows that the definition intended by him was that ‘ it is free from 
Conceptual Content and is not meongruent with the real state of tilings ’ 
He has also included the * launtram ' (among the Semblances of Perception), 
" hero ‘ ftmtra (Darien ess) stands for ignorance — ns found m such expressions 
ns ‘ Timiraqhnancha mandanam' , and that winch proceeds from Twnra — 
Ignorance — is ‘ Tatmira i e meongruent — (1324) 


Tho answer to the above is provided m the following — 


TEXTS (1325-1326) 


This cannot be right The effective action available is not 

IN KEEPING WITH THE FORM APPREHENDED OTHERWISE THERE 
WOULD BE INCONGRUITIES , AS IN THE COGNITION WHERE 
THERE IS APPEARANCE OF THE Hair AND SUCH THINGS, 

THERE IS COMPATIBILITY, THOUGH ONLY. WITH 
THE LIGHT (WHICH IS NOT APPREHENDED) 

AND OTHER DETAILS , HENCE THE VALIDITY 
OF THIS WOULD BE IRRESISTIBLE 
(UNDER THE OPPONENT’S VIEW) 

—(1320.1326) 


commentary 

The validity of a SS^ 

patibility with the appearance, an i ) , Umv conc h- 

anco with the appearance, as what «PP®“ js no ™ til0 ye llow thing 

conch-shell , and yet what is found ( S ; i because it is 

nor is its compatibihty m astapX of a particular fruitful 

the yellow thing itself 1S jn that ioTm 1B actually found— Nor 

ectmty , and yet no fruitful act V tjbjht wltu wlmfc is not 

i .j-a is not obtained, yofc 

H you thmk that “ o JUwer is as follous - 

the shape is certainly obtained , 
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TEXT (1327) 

Thebe can be no shape apakt from the Colour , and with the appabent 
Colour, there is no compatibility (in the case 
in question) — (1327) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tlus is easily understood — (1327) 

The Author now sums up his arguments — 


TEXTS (1328-1329) 

If, without regard to the form of things, validity were presumed 
ON the ground of mere compatibility with fruitful action, 

— then how would this not contradict such asser- 
tions (of yours) as that ‘ THE definite cognition 

OF THE THING IS IN THE FORM OF THE THING ’ ? 

As REGARDS THE POSSIBILITY OF ‘COMPATI- 
BILITY ’ (nr THE CASE OF THE NOTION OF 
THE ‘ YELLOW CONCH-SHELL ’), THAT 
CAN ONLY BE THE RESULT OF THE 

Impression (of a previous 
cognition) — 132S- 
1329) 


COMMENTARY 

Validity cannot, bo presumed merely on the basis of the compatibility 
of effective action, without regard to the form ; as in that case the cognition 
in the form of the thing itself might have to be regarded as invalid 

' In the form of the thing ’ — i e m the form that appears m the cognition 
Such assertions as ’ , — tlus is meant to show that tlio prosumption m 
question would go against such assertions of Iho Teacher as — ‘ As the form of 
the thing figuies Ml tho Cogmuon in that form is tho tlung nghtU cognised 
As regards * compatibility with effective action (in the case) m question, 
it should be understood to bo the result of the Impression left bj previous 
apprehensions That is to snv. the idea of Die 'yellow conch-shcll ’ is the 
effect of the Impression left by a previous apprehension of the 1 wluto concli- 
sliell And tho ‘compatibility with clfcctise action’ (that has been fbhI 
to be present in the case) is due to this Impression. — (J328-132P) 


The Author non proceeds to show how the character of 1 Senso-pcnop- 
t’on belongs to tho Sensation of Pleasure, etc. — 
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TEXT (1330). 

The Reasoning that is used in proving the son-conceptual 

CHARACTER or THE COGNITIONS PRODUCED BY THE MENTAL 

Sense-organ, also serves to prove the non-con- 

CEPTL’AL CHARACTER OP THE SENSATIONS OP 

Pleasure, etc — (1330) 


COMMENTARY 

‘ The Reasoning, etc ’— Hint is, the argument based upon the impossibility 
of Conventions mid <o forth 

Even though tins Reasoning has nowhere been urged specifically m 
n'gard to mental cognition, vot tlio Reasoning that has been urged in regard 
to Cognitions through other Sense organs,— m the shape of the impossibility 
of Conventions,— is equally applicable to Mental Cognitions also 

Or tlio ‘ mental ’ cognition meant here may be the cognition of the 
MS she,’ which is going to be referred to later on The Mental Perception 
has not been defined here, as da character is well-known to Buddhists 

What the Text means is that the fact of the Buddhist view of 
the sensations m question being not annulled by any means of right 
cognition, has been fully explained by the Teacher , hence we do not seek to 

jnovo it hore —-(1330) 

The following Text sets forth the Ya, S he„la view (regarding the exact 
nature of the sensations of Pleasure, etc ) 


TEXT (1331) 

“••ss’Ersrrs-. 

SUBSTRATUM AS THEMSELVES ” —ft THIS 
IS URGED— [THEN THE ANSWER IS AS IN 

TOTF. following Texts] (1331) 


COMMENTARY 

of any external thing • that ' ’ 0 1 b v that Cognition which subsets 


answered in the following- 
Tho above mew is answerer 
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TEXTS (1332-1339) 

As A MATTER OF FACT, PLEASURE ETC ARE FELT IMMEDIATELY AFTER 
THE PERCEPTION OF THE EXTERNAL OBJECT , WHY IS IT THAT THEY 
ARE ALWAYS FELT AT THAT SAME TIME ? It IS REGARDED AS COG- 

NISED by Mental Perception , but this Perception is not 

THERE AT THE TIME , AS COGNITIONS HAYE BEEN DESCRIBED AS 

APPEARING IK SUCCCSSIOH (NOT AT THE SAME TIME) If IT BE 

URGED THAT “ IT IS ONLY SIMULTANEOUS birth OF COGNITIONS THAT 

IS NOT ADMITTED, NOT THEIR SIMULTANEOUS existence ”, THEN 

THE ANSWER IS THAT THERE CAN BE NO (CONTINUED) existence 
OF ANYTHING , AS ALL THINGS HAVE BEEN PROVED TO BE MOMENTARY 
— If it be URGED THAT “ THERE is AN ILLUSION of simultaneity, 

DUE TO THE QUICK SUCCESSION OF THE COGNITIONS ”, THIS ALSO 

HAS BEEN REJECTED ALREADY If THE PLEASURE, ETC , WERE 

AMENABLE ONLY TO REMEMBRANCE, THEN THE FEELING COULD NOT 
BE VIVID (AS IT IS) — If IT BE ASSUMED THAT THE SAID ILLUSION IS 

IN THE FORM OF ‘ AGREEABLE ’ AND ' DISAGREEABLE ’, THEN IT COMES 

TO THIS THAT THE EXISTENCE OF PLEASURE AND PAIN RESTS IN 
THEMSELVES (AND THEY ARE THUS SELF-COGNISED) — WHEN THE 

Mystics cognise, by Sense-perception the Pleasure, etc 

OF OTHER PERSONS, THEN, ON ACCOUNT OF THE SIMILARITY OF EX- 

PERIENCE, THEY WOULD THEMSELVES BE UNHAPPY (AT THE UNHAPPI- 
NESS OF OTHER PEOPLE) FOR YOU, THE FEELING OF P.VIN CONSISTS, 
NOT IN THE EXISTENCE OF THE PAIN ITSELF, BUT IN THE COGNITION 
OF WHICH THAT PAIN IS THE OBJECT ; AND THAT IS ANOTHER ‘ CHAIN 

— The same applies to the Inference of another person’s Pain 
also, as Inference has been described (by others) as objective 
(with object), and not purely subjective (not touching objects) 
—(1332-1339) 

COMMENTARY 

It is meant to show that the Proposition (of the YaishSfiKa) is eontrnrv 
to percen ed facts 

ulien, ns a matter of fact, Pleasure, etc , arc apprehended at the same 
time ns the Cognition of the external object upon which they rest, — then 
bv which particular cognition subsisting in the same substratum ns them- 
selves would thoj bo apprehended ’ — Certainly not bv that Visual Cognition 
of the external object , ns this rests upon the external object, while Pleasure, 
etc. are felt within and ns such they are held to be cognisable by mental 
Cognition onI\ And set at the time concerned there can be no mental 
Cognition , because the theory held is that Cognitions appear in surrc-eion, 
one after the other 

It might ho held that — “it is onlv the birth of Cognitions that has lx-on 
held to lie in succession, not tlicir existence 
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That cannot be right , as it has been established that all that is born 
has only a momentary existence 

As regards the explanation that “ there is only an illusion of simultaneity, 
due to the quickness of the succession ", — this has been already refuted 

Then again, under the new suggested, the clear perception of Pleasure 
and Pain, m the form of joy and grief, would not be possible , because the 
view held is that Pleasure and Pam, envisaging Conceptual Contents, aro 
apprehended only bj Mental Perception , and Montnl Perception is Concep- 
tual , and what is conceptual cannot make the appearance of things quite 
clear Under our view on the other hand, what is regarded ns Sense percep- 
tion is that which is brought about by the Cognition brought about by the 
Sense-organs, which is aided by the object coming into existence immediately 
after the object of the said Sense-perception 

Further, if Pleasure and Pam were aotuallj 7 apprehensible, their mani- 
festation would be as something separate, as m the case of the Blue and 
other things , and yet if they uere separated from the cogmtion, thev could 


not be felt as agreeable and disagreeable 

It might be argued that— “ as there is no difference from the Cogmtion, 
the idea of agreeableness and disagreeableness must be wrong. 

In that case it becomes established that the existence of Pleasure and 
Pam rests m their oun cognition , because Pleasure and Pam have no other 
form apart from what is agreeable and disagreeable, and if it is admitted 
that the Cogmtion has this form then it also becomes admitted that Pleasure 
and Pam also are of the nature of Cogmtion itself Any other form 
being admitted, it cannot be admitted that they are mere illusions. ^ 

■ Agreeable • is that which is favourable, and the opposite of tins is dis- 


^Thftenn * and the rest 1 (after ‘ Pleasure ■) includes 
rf then the existence of Pleasure, etc , consists on yin 
of their own ‘ Cham ’,-and it is not accepted that the same 
apprehension also, -but it is held that their approhernmn mu ^ ^ ^ 
the appearance of the cogmtion regarding t ’ mv5 sU ould bo 

when Mystics apprehend the Pleasure etc , o V ^ ^ > and rt 

just as unhappy as the persons ac ua y exp belong to separate 

» -t open to v on to sat 7 that "it cannot consists m the 

claims ” , because you do not admi _ , ^ }OU ncccpt IS on ty the 

fact of their appearance in the sa ®° ftU ’ d tho cogmt ,on is present m 

appearance of the Cogmtion o ' the incongruity remains 

the * chain ’ of other people also , so then, inasmuch 

H, as tho cause of Pleasure, it 1— s 

as the Pleasure, etc Y° uW ^ presence mono’s oaneftnin 

proved that they are setf-cogiu , present in other chains’ 

sar ^e S to distinguish them from those P Uwr oun cogn.hon, 

Question -"If Pleasure, etc are ^ 1>0 lirpcd against 

then, how can the said >noo ”^“5iho do not admit of nnj mystics J 
those — Mimamsalas for mstan , 
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Answer — ‘ The same applies, etc etc ' — Except Buddhists, there are no 
philosophers for whom Inference is, m reality, devoid of objectivity , hence, 
for one who infers the Pam of other persons (just as the Mystic who perceives 
it), there would be the same experiencing of pam — [bo that the said incon- 
gruity would be there all the same] — (1332-1339) 

TEXT (1340) 

[Says ShanLarasidmin ] — “ Pleasure, etc are apprehended only as 
‘ Pleasure, etc ’ , they are not apprehended as ‘ cognition ’ , 

CONSEQUENTLY LIKE THE JAR, ETC , THEY CANNOT 

be Cogmhon ’ — (1340) 

COIDIENTARY 

Shanlarasiamin says — “Pleasure, etc cannot be of the nature of 
Cognition, because they are never spoken of as ‘ Cognition ’ , — just like the 
Jar, etc ” —(1340) 

The objection to this view is as follows . — 


TEXT (1341) 

If difference is to be accepted on the basis of Convention, then 
Cognition itself may not be spoken of as * Cognition — and 
on the basis of that, Cognition would become 
non-cognition — (1341) 

COMMENTARY 

If difference of nature weie based upon Convention (l e the use of words, 
winch is purely a matter of Contention), — then, there may be some one who 
might set up tlio Convention that the Cognition should be spoken of as 
non-cogmtion \ and m accordance with this Convention, Cognition would 
become Not -cognition, for you ' — (1341) 

TEXT (1342) 

If IT BE URGED THAT — “ BEING CLEARLY OF THE NATURE OF LIGHT, IT 
COULD NEVER BE AS ALLEGED ”, — THEN YOU ARE FACED WITH 
THIS CONTINGENCY IS NOT ALL THIS THE SAME IN THE 

case of Pleasure and Pain also * — (1342) 
COMMENTARY. 

If the mow is that — •“ Cognition betng of the nature of Light, can uo\i r 
be non cognition — then the answer is that all tins is etjualli there in 
the case of Pleasure and Pam also 

The Reason also is false, ‘ Inconclm-it e ’ ; «o tins is notlung — (13J2) 
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TEXT (1243) 

* »r z: - — - — , 

Conceptual Content and Error -(1343) 
COMMENTARY 

^i«?.-(l343j S,0, " ff ^ deSmbe ’ !_Undsr tl>e cha Pf« on Tic 0»,„ WJen< 


the < Fr mfv h r “?* «°° eedS t0 S6t aad9 tile of op.mon regard,- 

the Fruit ^toRteeffaotJof'Senae.pereapt.on-asameanarfCogn.L!? 


TEXT (1344) 

The cognition of the object is held to be the 'fruit ’ of the Means 
of Cognition, —when the ‘Means of Cognition’ consists 

IN THE 1 SAMENESS OF FORM * (BETWEEN THE COGNITION 

and the Cognised), — or Apprehension of itself 
is the Fruit, and the Means, in this 

CASE, CONSISTS IN ' CAPABI- 
LITY ' —(1344) 

COMMENTARY. 

(a) When the external object is whot is coqnmd, — thon tho cognition 
of that object is the Fruit, and Sameness of form the Means, of tho Cognition , 
as even in the case of tho self-cogrution, tho Cognition is of tho sumo form 
as what is cognised — (6) When what is cognised is of tho nature of Cognition, 
then the ' apprehension of itself ’ is the fruit, and capability tho Means, of 
the Cognition The said capability belongs to tho Cognition only winch 
cames with it the cogmsabiUty of its onn function, by virtue of winch 
capability, it is Cognition alone — and not tlio Jar and such things, — Hint 
apprehends itself, — hence it is by the mstramentnlitj of tins capability 
that Cognition is found to bo selfanamfc&tcd ; hcnco Capability is said to ho 
the ‘Means’, the Instrument, of tho Cognition of tho Cognition itself. This 
has been thus declared — -’Tho Cognitions of Cognitions themselves, being 
neither tho one nor tho other, are capable of such self apprehension , henco 
their capability is the Instrument (Means) and tlioj iliemsolios are tho 
cognised, and their own apprehension is tho fruit ’• (13! H 


In the following tho Author sets forth tho objection urged bv KumAnla- 
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TEXT (1345) 

«* Just as, ■when the cutting weapon strikes at the Uwdira - rKEE , 

THE RESULTANT Gut DOES NOT APPEAR IN THE Palct-sha- TREE, — 

IN THE SAME WAT NOWHERE IN THE WORLD IS THE 

(cutting) Axe found to be the same as 
' the Cut itself” {Shlokavarhla — 

Sense-perception, 75) — 

(1345) 

COMMENTARY. 

The Bauddha has addressed the following argument to the person who 
asserted that the Means of Cognition was different from its .Fruit — If there is 
difference between the Means of Cognition and its Fruit, then the objective of 
these two — the Means of Cognition and the Fruit of Cognition — also must be 
different, and yet this cannot be right, when, for instance, the cutting 
weapon, the Axe, is struck at the Khadira-t-cee, the Cut does not appear m 
the Palasha-tree , hence it must be admitted that the objective of both is 
the same and hence there is no difference between them 

It is m answer to this that Rumania says — “ If one who desires the 
objective to be the same should declare the Means of Cognition to be the 
same as its Fruit, then he would be setting aside the well-known distinction 
between Cause and Effect ; just as, when the cutting weapon strikes at 
the Khadira-tree, the Gut does not appear m the Palasha-tree, so also no- 
where in the world is the Axe found to be the same as the Cut itself " (Shlola- 
vartila — Sense-perception, 74-75) 

The word ‘ Chhldana ’, * Cutting weapon ’, stands for that by which some • 
thing is cut — (1345) 

The following Text supplies the answer to this argument of Rumania's • — 


TEXT (1346) 

The distinction of ‘ Cause and Effect ’ does not rest upon the 
SUBSTRATUM OF THAT DISTINCTION , COGNITION BEING FORMLESS, 

THE SAID DISTINCTION CANNOT BE POSSIBLE — (1346) 

COMMENTARY. 

The apprehension of Blue is not the apprehension of Yellow, — this dis- 
loc ion in the cognition of things is based upon the sameness ojjorm, notlung 
V° h° thnt tllB dl ^ tlnctlrin of Cause and Effect is made tlirough the relation 
° tr at 1.5 distinguished and uhat distinguishes, not through the relation 
° * 0 P r °ducal and Producer, because the relation of the A rime; Agent, 
e Tstrumcn! and the rest is not real , because all things hr mg momentary , 
>e} cannot have nnv action When the Cognition is produced in the form 



670 


TATTVASANGRAHA CHAPTER XVII 


of the Object, it appears to be characterising the object and lienee actne 
Herein lies the action of the Cognition in presenting the object, — not m 
mere invariable concomitance For instance, the sprout does not cease to 
be invariably concomitant with the seed Thus the Cognition itself cannot 
be the Means oi Cognition — It is for this reason that the nature of the Means 
of Cognition is stated tlirough the distinction that it is the Cognition with a 
form ., — not the fonnlesi Cognition — which is the Means of Cognition Tins 
distinction too should be understood to be made through the Conception 
that follows in the wake of the Cognition — (1346) 

The following Text shoos that the Buddhist new is not nullified by 
eomhion experience — 

/' 

TEXT (1347) 

Tugs then, the (commonly known) distinction (between the 
Cognition as Means and Cognition as Fruit) is purely 
IMAGINARY, — AS IN THE CASE OF THE Bow THE 
DISTINCTION CANNOT BE HELD TO BE BASED 
UPON THE RELATION OF THE ProilfCei 

and Produced — (1347) 


COMMENTARY. 

In connection with the Bow, there are such notions as-(«) ‘Tht Bou> 

sri Sirs srtts 

also — (1347) 

TEXT (1343) 

When the compact fibre of the wood is rent asunder by the 
Cut of the Axe, the Axe is (popularly) called the C t 

ONLY WHEN IT ENTERS INTO THE FIBRE , AND IT IS IN 
THIS VTAY THAT THERE IS samcllW? (BETWEEN 

the Axe and the Cut) —(1348) 


COMMENTARY. 




When the cutting of the ^“the^te nn^of «TaU into the wood- 
it is found that the cut consis t0 the Amj itself , so that in 

r izszzz ck - - - - « • and thcre " ,i0 

incongruity in this —(1348) 


The same idea is tether elucidated 
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TEXT (1349). 

WHEN OKOE THE DISTINCTION HAS BEEN MADE, — IT MAY BE ASSUMED 
TO BE OTHERWISE ALSO , — IT IS ONLY THE FORM OF THE 
DISTINCTION THAT IS SPOKEN OF IN THE FORM 

of the Producer and Produced — (1349) 

COMMENTARY 

Kumarda has m lus ShloLaiartila (Sense-perception 78), in the words 
“ The Cognition can be the Means as bringing about the apprehension, etc 
etc ” — based the distinction between the Aleniis and Fruit on the relation of 
Producer and Produced And in this there is nothing incompatible with our 
new As our Teacher has declared as follows . — ‘ The attributing of the 
name Pratyalsa to the Eye and other causes is not incompatible’ — All 
that we sav is as follows — It is essential that m the beginning the relation of 
Cause and Effect can be based only upon the distinction previously made , 
until the difference in the Coqmdons has been distinctly recognised, nothing 
can proceed on the basis of the difference in objectives , and for the recogni- 
tion of the difference among Cognitions there can be no bnsis other than the 
sameness of form , and from this it follows by implication that the sameness 
of form is the most efficient instrument , and it is on the basis of this sameness 
of form that the Cognition proceeds to prompt people to nctivitv , and tile 
fact of the prompter bemg the Means of Right Cognition can be determined 
only bv one who is seeking to engage m the activity concerned and not 
merely ns a whim It has been thus declared — * Every wise person seeks to 
determine wlint is the proper means of cognition and what is not so, only for 
the purpose of some fruitful activity’ It is for this reason that that factor 
nlone in the Cognition has to be brought out by which it serves to prompt 
men to nctivitv But in drawing the distinction between the Means of 
Cognition and its fruit on the basis of the relation of Producer and Produced, 
there is no recognition of that sameness of form winch is the onlv prompting 
factor , consequently the said distinction betw een the Means of Cognition nnd 
its fruit on the said basis would be absolutely useless This is the reason 
why the Teacher had recourse to a figurative (indirect) interpretation, as 
ho felt that the determining of the character of the Means of Cognition on 
the said basis cannot take any part m tho prompting to activity. 

Tlius when the distinction has once been mnde it may sub=equ> ntK be 
explained on tlio basis of the relation of Producer and Produced , — and there 
would be nothing objectionable in that — [onlv the initinl dist'imt-on has to 
be mnde first, and hence it cannot be due to that relation] — ( 1 3 1 c > ) 


Til" following Texts sets forth the diameter of the * Emit ’ as jimpo-ed 
bv Kiiiharifa — 
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TEXTS (1350-1351) 

' ^ ‘ FEUIT ’ ° 0NSISTING » «nW»* OF THE OBJECT THE 

CHARACTER OF THE ‘ MEANS OF COGNITION ’ MOST BELONG TO WHAT 
GOES IMMEDIATELY BEFORE IT HENCE IF THE COGNITION BE HELD 
TO BE THE ‘Means’, then the ‘Fruit’ must be something 

ELSE —It CANNOT BE RIGHT TO ATTRIBUTE THE CHARACTER OF THE 

Fruit to the self-recognition (by the cognition), as this is 

GOING TO BE REFUTED LATER ON NOR CAN IT BE RIGHT TO ASSERT 
THAT THE ‘ MEANS ’ CONSISTS IN THE FORM OF THE OBJECT (COG- 
NISED) , AS IN THAT CASE THERE WOULD BE A DIVERSITY OF OBJEC- 
TIVES ” [SMokavartika — Sense-perception, 78-79] — (1350-1351) 


COMMENTARY 

‘ What goes, etc. etc ’ — i e the Ej'e and the other sense organs 

‘ The Fruit must be something else ’ , — in the form of rejecting or acquiring 
or ignoring the thing cognised . — this also has been declared by Rumania 
himself 

As regards ‘ self -recognition ’ (by the Cognition), that has been refuted , 
hence that cannot be regarded as the ‘ Fruit ’ of Right Cognition 

If the form of the object be held to be the Means of Cognition, then the 
objectives of the Means and the Fruit would be different , for mstnnee, the 
form of the object would be something external ( objective ), while the self-recogm- 
tion of the Cogmtion would have the form of the Cognition itself (which is 
purely subjective) — (1350-1351) 

The above argument is answered in the following — 


TEXT (1352) 


‘ Self-recognition ’ cannot be denied , as that would involve the 
incongruity of there being' no Cognition at all £.or 

CAN THE OBJECTIVES BE DIFFERENT , AS ‘ SELF-RECOGNITION 
ASLO IS HELD TO BE THE COGNITION OF THE 
OBJECT — (1352) 


COMMENTARY 

In accordance with the maxim-' He who has no apprehension of Souse- 
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as it has been explained that the self -recognition has the same form Hence 
there is no incongruity at all — (1332) 

Shanlarasramin urges the following argument : — 


TEXT (1353) 

“ As A MATTER OF FACT, THE MEANS OF COGNITION MOST BRING ABOUT 
AN EFFECT OTHER THAN ITSELF, — BECAUSE IT IS AN ACTIVE 
AGENT, — LIKE THE HaTCHET ” , — IF THIS IS URGED 
[THEN THE ANSWER IS AS FOLLOWS) — (1353) 

COMMENTARY. 

“ The Means of Cognition must be one that brings about an effect 
different from itself, — because it is an active agent, — like the Hatchet, 
etc ” — (1353) 

The answer to the above is as follows ■ — 


TEXTS (1353-1355) 

The argument is futile , as a different ‘ Fruit ’ has been admitted , 

AND IN ACCORDANCE WITH REASONS ALREADY EXPLAINED (UNDER 
Text 1318), THERE IS NO ‘DIFFERENT’ FRUIT AT 1T.T. — AS 
REGARDS THE MEANS OF COGNITION BEING AN ‘ACTIVE 

Agent that is not admissible by us, if what 

IS MEANT BY IT IS THAT IT IS pTodvCtn e , IF WHAT 

is meant is that it is the Regulator, then 

THERE CAN BE NO OBJECTION TO IT, 

AND IN THAT CASE THE REASON 

becomes ‘ Inconclusive ’, as 

IT INDICATES NO INCON- 
GRUITY —(1353-1355) 


COMMENTARY 

ta * pr ° Ve what 15 “y P^ved, inasmuch 

‘ Charactered „ * , tf e0t bos been aIre ady admitted in the form of 
what is said) 1 " (specifi0atl0n ) — Th « particle 'hi' connotes reason (for 

C!ted ~‘ We 1hD one that ,s 

HoWicnsthe L™ t 11 ” 1 ’ ,5S 11 }WS been aW y shown the 

,C T ,s the '"ee os the Cut (vide Text, 1 348) 
meant Is ' "" OCtw a * cnl ~’ s ‘ madmissible ’ if what is 

-then that is ecccp^Zv « * M '' * * “ tbat 11 15 the *"***- 

43 
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But even if it is meant that it is the Regulator, the Reason is Inconclusive, 
ns there is no incongruity (indicated) 

Jf 1 activity ’ mi general bo what is meant, then also the Reason is Incon- 
clusive, as there is no incongruity indicated — (1353—1355) 

Objection — “If the Cognition were of the form of the Object, then 
the sameness of the object might constitute the character of the ‘Means of 
Cognition * , ns a matter of fact, however, the Cognition that is brought about 
is only of a form similar to that of the Object, and of tne same character ; — 
honco it cannot be as suggested , just as the Colour and Taste of a thing 
belong to a category quite different ” 

This is what is anticipated and answered m the following — 


TEXTS (1366-1357) 

Ie it be argued that — “the cognition cannot have the same 

FORM AS THE OBJECT APPREHENDED, — BECAUSE IT BELONGS TO A 
DIFFERENT CATEGORY, — LIKE THE COGNITION OF COLOUR, 

Taste, eto ”, — [then the answer is as follows] — 

In due accordance with our doctrine we have 

CLEARLY EXPLAINED THIS AND ALSO OTHER 
THINGS IN COURSE OF OUR REJECTION OF 
THE IDEA OF A real OBJECT BEING 
apprehended — (1356-1367) 


COMMENTARY 

We who are followers of the dootnne of Idealism readily accept what 

thing real that is apprehended -(1356-1367) 

Question — “ What is that clear statement in proof of your doctrine I 
Answer . — 

TEXT (1358) 

“s==£‘" 

of everything — (1358) 


COMMENTARY- 


, ,, ponslBt m the fact of the Cognition 

being ‘—T" 1Z — *«■— thmBS fr ° m " th ° 
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cognised object is * excluded — while 1 partial sameness ’ would consist m 
‘ exclusion ’ from only a few of those — (1358) 

Question • — ■“ If that is so, then, why has the validity of the Cognition 
been said to consist in its being of the same form as the Object ? ” 

Anstter — 


TEXTS (1359-1361) 

But under the doctrine of the Reality of the External World, 
the possibility of the sameness of form has to be accepted , that 

IS WHY rr HAS BEEN MENTIONED — UNDER THE DOCTRINE, HOWEVER, 

of Cognition being a mere Reflected Image, — even if the Cog- 
nition, differs from the cognised object, the sameness of form 
BELONGS TO THE REFLECTION , AND THE COGNITION CAN BE ONLY 

figurative — Lastly, for one who does not admit the Cogni- 
tion TO BE THE RECEPTACLE OF THE SEMBLANCE OF THE OBJECT, 
— THERE IS NOT EVEN THE SAID SIETHOD POSSIBLE FOR THE COG- 
NISING OF THE EXTERNAL OBJECT -(1359-1361) 

COMMENTARY 

‘ It !,as > etc ' — ‘ It ' stands for ‘ the possibility of the sameness of form 
or tbs ‘ form ’ itself. 

' Birbhasi ‘ Reflected Image ’ — ' Ntrbhasa ‘ Reflection ’, is sameness 
of form with the object , and that which lias this samoness of form, is the 
' Reflected Image'. 

' From the cognised object — i e. from the external object. 

Belongs to the Reflection — i e to the Reflection in the form of the 
Cognition. 

‘ Sameness of form with the object. 

Figurative ' , — Indirect, Secondary 
* Cognition i e of the object. 

1 Receptacle ’ — substratum 

As regards the divergence of opimon regarding the object of Cognition, the 
Universal ns a real entity has been already rejected , hence for Perception 
which has been regarded as having an entity for its object, there can be no 
other object except the Specific Individuality, and this having been already 
pointed out os being got at by implication, no special effort has been made 
for sotting aside the said divergence of opinion 


Some people have argued ns follows (against the Buddhist’s definition 
of Sense-perception) : — ■“ The definition suggested is not a proper one ; 
the definition put forward is that of the .Titan* of Gognition, with the wow 
that other people may, through that definition, come to understand wlint tlio 
Means of Cognition is, and then regulate tlieir action accordingly ; and it is not 
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put forward only for satisfying a whim. And (m so far ns the proposal! 
definition is concerned) the knowledge that Sense-perception is ' free from 
Conceptual Content ’ and all that cannot, in ordinary life, either prompt a 
man to activity, or make him desist from it ” 

This is not right The nature of things cannot be made or determined 
according to one’s wish , by virtue of winch one could frame a definition 
accordingly , what has to be done, how ever, is to tako the tiling as it stands, 
and to put forward a definition embodying that particular aspect of the 
thing which one wishes to bring out For example, one points out ‘ rough- 
ness ’ as a characteristic of the Barth If it were not thus, then the definition 
put forward might be open to the charge of being an * impossible ’ one. 

As regards Sense-perception, there is nothing else to indicate its elinrnctoi , 
except ‘ freedom from Conceptual Content ’ and 1 freedom from error ’ — 
Bor instance, it must bo * free from error ’, because it is a valid means of 
Cognition , and it must be * free from Conceptual Content because it directly 
apprehends the Specific Individuality of things , and it has been proved 
that the Specific Individuality is sometlung m regard to which no Com ontion 
can be made, and hence its cognition must be free from association with words 
—It is for tins reason that all intelligent persons regard this definition ns 


entirely in accordance with reason 

Nor is it true that this definition cannot bring about oitlwr activity, or 
desisting from activity, on the part of intelligent persons For instance, 
m foMw em with such cognitions as— (a) the Idea of the Jar, the notion of 
Throwing up, tho Universal, the Number and so forth, (6) tho idea of Recogni- 
tion and (c) the idea of the ‘yellow conch shell some persons have been 
led to regard all these as 1 Sense-perception ’, m accordance with the definition 
provided by other parties, -and then they find that all these are cither Con 
Zlual or Srroneous, and then,~m accordance with the definition , presided 
hy us, — they conclude that these cannot bo ‘ Senso-porccption , thereupon 

Mh. fev. UP) «» »-»» *1»* “T"'? 

— _ and they also conclude that what is an entity is only that bpec. ic 

W ^ahty-of tho ‘ Blue ’ for instance, -which „ inexpressible hy words, 


before „ Tf this is so, tlion lot thoro bo a single item m tho 

Says the Opponent - If th s ‘ s fi °’ " , . f orror - n( , ed not 

be added Because that fact a\om > wh ^ A J mllQn for t) ,e benefit 

intended activity, shoidd bo maccordnncc wlt h that definition , 

of persons demrous of ’ jn ^ a ^ ]aUer * 0 , good a s non existent Ami 
and no unknown thing , menTdinc ‘ freedom from orror ’ eoimot bn 

a matter of fact, any with the fruitful mt.uty 

there until it has been o o( pDr ™ption arc not able to 

rs.r. . - - — **• 



677 


EXAMINATION OF THE DEFINITION OF “ SENSE-PERCEPTION 

ness * — i e conformity with the real state of things — of the Cognition, consists 
only m its capacity to make people actually get. at the thing cognised So 
that if this conformity were learnt only subsequently* it would serve no useful 
purpose , as after that, there is no further activity ” 

Answer — There is no force m tins objection It has been already 
explained that it is necessary to add the qualification * free from error *, 
in order to save the definition from the defect of being ‘ too wide * by reason 
of the possibility, under the definition, of notions like those of the ‘ Hair- 
tuft’, etc being regarded as valid cognition — As regards the argument that 
before the activity has actually taken place, people with limited powers of 
% ision have no means of ascertaining the truth of the cognition * — this also 
is Inconclusive Where is there any such haid and fast rule that people with 
limited vision cannot ascertain the capacity of anything * If that were so, 
then, they would bo unable to be certain of anything , winch would mean 
that they are unconscious beings , because even animals and infants, through 
repeated experience, come to have their impressions aroused, arc able to 
feel certain that ‘this thing brings pleasure’, ‘that other brings pain’> 
and are found to act according! v, — even befoie their present activity, — and 
then a\oid the precipice and take to the mother’s breasts Also m the case 
of people who are constantly thinking of something that has ne\cr existed 
before, and ha\e their mind disturbed by excessive desire, grief, fear and so 
forth, — even without remembering any points of similarity, etc — it is found 
that the mere repetition of the vivid idea has the capacity to bring about 
the cognition In a case where thero is no repetition, there alone, — not 
o\ erywhere — is the potency to be only inferred from its practical effects 

This same explanation applies to the certainty attaching to the perception 
of Inferential Indicatn es. like Smoke , as here also, the effect, in the shape 
of Smoke, is, by its very nature, something entirely different (from the 
Fire), and the certainty regarding its difference is due to repeated observation, 
w hereby the idea of the Inferential Indicatn e also becomes possible, and 
consequently there is no rejection of Inference 

Sms tlio Opponent — “The repetition would be thero onlv after tho 
first activity has taken place , it has to be explained how* that first activity 
comes about ” 

Ansucr — That activit' proceeds from the doubtful cognition 
Question — “How can the Perception which gives nse to Doubt lia\o 
any \ahditv ’ M 

Ansucr — How can there be validity in the Perception that brings about 
certainty ? 

It is due to the fact that this Perception brings about a definite Cognition 
and the man seeking for it takes up lus nctiwtv ” 

Thu, same mav be said also w ith regard to Perception leadme to Doubi 
E'en though m this ca«o the cognition is contrar\ to the form of wlmt 
is sought after, yet it is not in that form that the Perception lends to ict»\it\, 
because what is *>o cognised is not what i« wanted , nor does n lend to ckM-ting 
from !Kti\it\ . because it is onlv whtn there cognition of the thing as 
desired that there can be nn\ netivit' on th« pirt of the man Chh°rv i*>t t 
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from Perception leading to Doubt, no one could act or desist from acting 
But this does not so happen ; on the contrary, it so happens that that 
activity is all the more powerful which proceeds on the part of persons who 
do not apprehend any evil consequences from the activity in question So 
far as this aspect is concerned, there is no difference between the Perception 
leading to Doubt and that leading to Certainty It is only where tlio 
Perception brings about a cognition entirely contrary to the thing cognised, 
— or where it brings about no cognition at all, — that there is no activity on 
the part of the man seeking for something , and hence it is only this Per- 
ception that is invalid, — not any other — (1359-1361) 


End of the Chapter on Sense-perception 



CHAPTER XVHI. 

Inference. 

COMMENTARY. 

The Author proceeds to state the definition of Inference — 

TEXTS (1562-1363) 

Inference is held to be of two kinds as divided into — (1) For 
one’s own benefit, and (2) for the benefit of others (1) Inference 
' fob one’s own benefit ’ consists in the cognition of the 

INFERRED OBJECT DERIVED FROM THE THREE-FEATURED 

Probans , and (2) Inference * for the benefit 

OF OTHERS ’ CONSISTS IN THE STATEMENT OF THE 
THREE-FEATURED PROBANS THAT PROBANS 
WHICH HAS ONLY OJte OR tWO FEATURES 
(OUT OF THE NECESSARY THREE) IS 
REGARDED AS A * SEMBLANCE 
OF THE PROBANS ’ — 

(1362-1363) 

COMMENTARY 

Inference is of tw o lands — as divided mto 1 for one’s own benefit ’ and 
* for the benefit of others ’ — The former should bo understood to be that 
Cognition of the inferred object which is derived from * the three-featured 
Probans ’, — the Indicative that fulfils the three conditions of (1) ‘being 
present in the Subject \ (2) ' being present in that wherein tho Pro'unndum 
is known to be present and (3) ‘ being entirely absent where the Probnndutn 
is known to bo absent ’ — The Inference ‘ for tho sake of others ’ should 
be understood to consist m the verbal expression of tho said three-fenlured 
Probans 

Question — “ Why has not the definition of the Wrong Inference been 
provided I ” 

Ansteer — ‘That Probans which, etc etc ’ — ‘ Sound is ctemol. (o ) because 
it is a product, and ( b ) because it is corjioreal, and (c) because it is non- 
cogmsable’, — in tlus Inference only ono of the 1 three features’ i= present 
in each , e g in (a) tho character of bang a Product fulfils the single condition, 
of ictno present in the subject (Sound) (while it does not fulfil til" condition 
of icing present where the Probandum is Known to be present, ns the Probnndmn, 
Pternahtg, is known to be prc c eni in Alaska, Soul , etc, which arc not 
Products ; nor docs it fulfil the condition of being absent iilwrc the Probandum 
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i« absent, a? tho Probandum, Etemahty, is absent in the Jar, where the 
character of being a Product is not absent]; — (6) the character of being 
corporeal, fulfils only tho second condition, of being present where the 
Probandum is known to bo present and does not fulfil the first condition of 
boing present in tho Subject (Sound), beeauEe Sound ib not corporeal, nor 
does it fulfil tho third condition of being absent where the Probandum is absent t 
ns it is not absent m the Jar (which is corporeal) where the Probandum 
(Etcrnnlitv) is known to bo absent , — and (c) the character of being non - 
cognisable fulfils only the third condition, of being absent where the Proban- 
tlmn (Etctnnhly) is known to be absent (e g m the Soul, etc which are 
cognisable ) [and it does not fulfil tho other two conditions, as it is not present 
m the Subject, Sound, which is cognisable, nor is it present where the 
Probandum is known to bo prosent, e g the Soul, etc which are cognisable] 
— Those fulfilling only two of the three conditions are the Probans in the 
following argument — ' Sound is non-otem&l, — (a) because it is visible, (b) 
bremiso it is audible, and (e) because it is incorporeal ’ where respectively 
only tho following conditions are not fulfilled— (a) ‘ Because it is visible ’ 
does not fulfil only the condition of being present m the subject , (5) * Because 
it is audible’ does not fulfil tho only condition of being present where the 
Probandum is known to be present , and (c) ‘ Because it is incorporeal ’ does 
not fulfil the only condition of being absent where the Probandum is known 
to bo absent— This lias been thus expressed — ‘ Sound is eternal, because 
it is a product, because it is corporeal and because it is non-cogmsable, 
and Sound is non-eternal, because it is incorporeal, because it is audible 
and because it is visible ’ — (1362-1363) 


In the following Text, tho Anther sets forth the objection urged by 
Pdtramiamin — 


TEXT (1364) 


, XT T , T , ProraNS IS POUND IN WHAT IS ‘ IM- 

« The character op the Valid Pboba 

___ , KOI WHEN THIS CONDITION IS NOT 

POSSIBLE OTHERWISE ,— AND NOT WHEN _ 

FULFILLED, EVEN WHEN THE ‘ THREE FEATURES , ARE 

present. Hence the ‘ Three-featured 

Probans are impotent (inpruc- 

rmr/YTTR^ . f *■ — ( 1364) 


COMMENTARY. 


cud. “ The Probans is valid only when it 
Patrasvdnnn argues as follows T d Mt when lt has the ‘three 
is found to be ‘otherwise when the Probans has the said 

features’ Because it is fo ™ d ^ does not iulfil the condition that 
three features, it is not oase wh ere the Probans is cited in 

lt is ‘ otherwise impossible , e g. m v 
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the iorm * Because he is the Son of so and so ’ [therefore he must be dark] ’ 
Consequently the ‘ three-featured ’ Probans are mfruetuous, inefficient ” 

In the term ‘ otherwise impossible the term ‘ otherwise ’ stands for 
‘ without the Probandum ’ , that is to say, the valid Probans is that winch 
exists in the Probandum only. — (1364) 


In the following Texts, Patrasiamvn justifies the new that the true 
Probans is that which has the one characteristic of being ‘ otherwise impos- 
sible — by showing m detail that there is positive as well as negative con- 
comitance (between the definition and the thing defined) — 


TEXT (1365) 

" That ■which is ‘ otherwise impossible ’ is held to be t he Probans, 

WHILE THIS IS ONLY ‘ ONE-EEATtTRED ’ ; IT MAY OR MAY 
NOT BE REGARDED AS * FOUR-FEATURED (1365) 

COMMENTARY 

' Onc-fcalureri ’ — That which has only one characteristic, that of being 
otherwise impossible ’ ; that alone — none other, — is regarded as 1 Probans 
bv ordinary men as well as by investigators Through Presumption this 
same character implies the three features of ‘ Being present m the Subject ’ 
and so forth , and hence it may be regarded as 1 four -featured ’ , — or it may 
not bo so regarded, because in several cases, the Probnns is found to bo 
s olid even when it has only one or two or tliree features 

Inasmuch as ‘ being otherwise impossible ’ is its one characteristic 
eature,- it is called * one-featured 1 — Along with ‘ being otherwise lmpos- 
i o if it is found to exist in like things and not to exist in unlike things, 
en, it ccomes tv o-featured ’ , and w hen along with * being otherwise 
e > *t is also existent m like things and also to bo absent where the 
ro an um is known to bo absent, then it is ‘ tliree featured ’ , and it is 
not ca ed three-featured ’ on account of the presence of the tliree features 
° Presence m the Subject * and the rest (mentioned in the Buddhist’s defini- 
tion) , because a Probnns of tlus latter land cannot bnng about a solid 
cognition —(1365) 


Or, the Probnns is spoken of ns * one-featured ’ in siess or the ono 
clmrncter of betug otherwise impossible because this is it-- principal charac- 
teristic , and it, is not spoken of in terms of the oilier features of ’presence 
in the Subject ’ mid the rest because these latter are s cc ondnr\ , or because 
they do not s C r\e anv useful purpose’ — This i- what is shown m the 
follow me — • 
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text (1366) 

" J Z J '’^oZSZ 7 ”” " '■» *»» » «™» » 

rann ^ E ’ 01r AOCOro,T OP the one son being a 

0000 SON,— SO IT SHOULD BE UNDERSTOOD IN THE 

present instance also ” (1366) 

COJOIENTARY 

Says the other party 0 n account of the relation of Invariable rv, 

oT sMd be ■+* - * 

The answer to this (from Patrasmmm) is as follows — 


TEXT (1367) 

"As a matter op pact, the relation op Invariable Concomitance 
IS NOT PRESENT IN THE ' THREE -FEATURED ’ REASONS , IT IS 
WSALLY POUND ONLY IN THOSE REASONS WHICH HAVE 
THE ONE CHARACTERISTIC PEATDRE OP 1 BEING 
OTHERWISE IMPOSSIBLE ’ ’’—(1367) 

COMMENTARY 

The compound ‘ anyathasambhava, etc ’ is to be expounded as ‘those 
Reasons m whom there is the single character of bang otherwise impossible \ 
—(1367) 

The same idea is re-affirmed in the following — 

TEXTS (1368-1369) 

" That alone is the true Probans which has the character op 

‘ BEING OTHERWISE IMPOSSIBLE ’ , AS POR CORROBORATIVE 
INSTANCES, THEY MAY BE THESE, OR THEY MAY NOT , AS 
THEY ARE NOT THE MEANS If THE CHARACTER OP 
1 BEING OTHERWISE IMPOSSIBLE ’ IS not THEBE, WHAT 
IS THE USE OP THE ' THREE FEATURES ’ ? AND 
IP THE CHARACTER OP ‘BEING OTHER- 
WISE IMPOSSIBLE ’ IS THERE, WHAT 
IS THE USE OF THE 'THREE 

features ’ * ”-(1368-1369) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Corroborative Instances ', -in the form similarity and dissimilarity 
* They are not the Means ’—of proving the Probandum 
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It would be better to read the second line of 1369 before the first line — 
(1368-1369). 

The following Text proceeds to show that there can be no Invariable 
Concomitance in the ‘ three-featured ’ Probans : — 


TEXT (1370). 

•“The seasoning is the form — ‘he must be dark, because he is 

THE SON OF SO AND SO, — LIKE OTHER SONS OF HIS WHO ABE 
FOUND TO BE DARK — CONTAINS THE ' THREE FEATURED ’ 
PBOBANS, AND YET IT CANNOT LEAD TO ANY VALID 
DEFINITE CONCLUSION (1370) 

COMMENTARY 

In the following Texts, it is shown, by a number of examples, that it is 
only the * one-featured ’ Probans that has the requisite capacity (of leading 
to a valid conclusion) • — 


TEXT (1371) 

“ An example of the One-featured Pbobans without corroborative 
INSTANCES, WE HAVE IN THE REASONING — ‘POSITIVE AND 
Negative entities are essentially existent — 

BECAUSE THEY ARE CAPABLE OF BEING APPRE- 
HENDED SOMEHOW — (1371) 

COMMENTARY. 

The Reasoning is in the form * Positive and Negative entities are some- 
how existent, because they are apprehensible somehow ’. — In this case there 
ore no external corroborative Instances, either of similarity or dissimilarity, 
either m the form of a statement or in the form of actual things ; bccauso all 
tilings hove been included under the Subject (Minor Term) ‘Positive and 
Negative entities ’ , and there is nothing apart from these As regards the 
character of 1 being present in the Minor Term this is ‘ otherwise impossible 
and is nothing apart from tins latter , hence the Probans hero is ‘ ono- 
featured ’. 

‘ Somehow — under some such term ns * Cognisable ’ or its synonyms 
‘ Arc essentially existent ’, — ‘ somehow ’ has to be construed with this 
also — Hence the full Reasoning is — ‘ Because thej are somehow apprehensible, 
therefore they are somehon existent' — (1371) 


111 the following Texts, examples of the ‘ two-featured * Probans are 
cited — 


"N 
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TEXTS (1373-1379) 

“ (1) ‘ The Sha-sha-lafickhana (Hare-m asked) is not Xon-Moon — 

BECAUSE IT IS SPOKEN OP AS THE Moon ’ —HERE WE HAVE A 

‘ two-featured ’ Probans — (2) Another is thus stated • — ‘ I 

THINK THAT THIS PAIN OP MINE HAS BEFH CAUSED BY THE FALLING 


INSECT, — BECAUSE ITS APPEARANCE WAS FELT ON THF TOUCH Of 
THE FALLING INSECT ’ — (3) ' IN BRINGING ABOUT THF EFFECT I> 
THE SHAPE OF THE PERCEPTION OF COLOUR, THE EYE IS FNDOWFD 
WITH A UNIQUE POTENCY, — BECAUSE IT IS USED FOR THAT PURPOSE, — 
OR, BECAUSE COLOUR IS FOUND TO BE ACTUALLY PERCEIVED BY ITS 

means ’ — (4) ‘ The Soul, the Jar and other things are somf- 

HOW ESSENTIALLY non-existent, — BECAUSE THEY ARE SOMEHOW INAP- 
PREHENSIBLE IN ANY WAY, LIKE THE HORNS OF THE HARR ’ — (.7) 

‘ Even the Hare ’s Horn and such things are somehow fxistent, 

— BECAUSE THEY ARE SOMEHOW APPREHENSIBLE, — JUST LIKE THE 


Soul, the Jar and such things’,— (6) ‘It is understood tiut 

YOUR FATHER IS IN THIS HOUSE, — BECAUSE YOUR FATHER S VOICE 
IS HEARD IN THE HOUSE ’ -(7) IN THE CASE OF WORDS, LiMPS 


AND SUCH THINGS, — IT IS FOUND THAT THEY ARE ACTUALLY ISDICV- 
TIVE (OF THINGS) THROUGH THE CHARACTER Or ‘ BEING OTIII RW2S1 
IMPOSSIBLE ’, EVEN THOUGH THEY DO NOT RESIDE IN TIIE . UI1JLCT 

(Minor Term) -Hence for us, it is the ,ose '^™" 
Probans that should be regarded as the Indicate r n * )< 

-ON THE GROUND OF ITS BEING THE MOST IMPORTANT , ™ * ™ 
USE OF ASSUMING SUCH CHARACTERS AS ‘ RESIDING IN THE . I 


AND SO FORTH 1 ”■ — (1372-1379) 


OOJISrEXTlEV 

The proposition maj bo stated either in the form The ^ Hou 1 
not Non-Moon or ‘The Hare marked : » the or 

•because it is spoken of b '’‘ he " * Collaborate Install. •• P* 

‘because it is spoken of as the Moon , 

dissimilarity bomg snpphed b, the clod oj carO, an • * tl P ^ { . __ 
(2, Another Probans , 

' This pain of mine lias been cawed b , _ i (> , h „ . •, ,i P1 h ir- 

ance uas felt on the touch of t e n in , • touch of the fnllnu! 

- •»* “ ' ***%; : “ 
insect — Tho feminine affi ( ; , 

because it is intended to be a common % „f ,h. mo.l 

(3) [Another example] The 1 Colour . >” 5, “' 

instrument m bringing about the »PJ-“ „ „*« -huh « « “ “l 
present time, -because, ulule it n J ntl d a, «- ml* «*; '" l \ 

— 
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the Ear, etc being the Corroborative Instance per dissimilarity — ‘ Tasya ’ — 
of the Colour. 

In all these three Reasons, there being no Corroborative Instances per 
S imil arity they have only tuo features 

(4) [Another example] — ‘ The Soul, the Jar and other tilings are some- 
how essentially non-existent, — because they are somehow not-apprehended, — 
like the Hare’s Horn ’ — In tins case, there is no Corroborative Instance 
per dissimilarity ; as ‘ the Jar and other things ’ include the entire group 
of Positive Entities and they have been mentioned m the Proposition as 
essentially non-existent , and the negative entity has been put forward as 
the Instance ; and apart from the ‘ Positive ’ and the ‘ Negative ’, there is 
no third category, — w herein it could be pointed out that the exclusion of 
the Probandum implies the exclusion of the Probans 

(5) [Another -example] — 1 Things like the Hare’s Horn are somehow 
essentially existent as they are somehow apprehensible ’ , — the absence of 
the Instance per dissimilarity here also may be explained as above 

(C) [Another example] — ‘ Tlus house is understood as having your father 
within — because your Father’s voice is heard ’ — Here also there is no 
Instance per Similarity , hence the Probans is only ‘ tv o-f eatured 

( 7 ) In the case of Words, Lamps and such things, it is found that, even 
though they do not subsist m the Subject (Minor Term), yet they indicate 
(make known) tilings, in the same way as the Inferential Probans in the shape 
of Smole, etc Words and Lamps are not properties subsisting m the Jar 
and such things indicated by them , and yet the Thing is actually apprehended 
through them , hence m this case the two conditions are present — that 
of ‘absence where the Probandum is known to be absent’, and ‘being 
otherwise impossible’ , hence the Probans here is a ‘ two -featured ’ one. — 
( 1372 - 1379 ) 


The following Text supplies the answer to the above arguments of 
Pitrasidmin — 


TEXT (1380) 

Is THE PROPOSED DEFINITION MEANT TO BE GENERAL * Or, IN REFER- 
ENCE to a particular Subject on which knowledge is sought ? 

Or in reference to the Instance (1380) 

COMMENTARY. 

The proposed definition of the Probans is that (it is ‘otherwise 
impost o . which means that) if should not exist apart from the Probandum , 
— { ) now is tier meant to be genera] (applicable to all Probnns) » Or is it 
meant to be applicable to any particular object 7 and in the latter case, (2) is it 
meant to be m reference to a particular object m which the existence or 
o. crwiso of the Probandum is sought to be known ’ Or (3) m reference 
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The following Tow points out objections egamet thejTtst altomatito - 


TEXT (1381) 

If it were understood to be general, then, what would be indicated 

WOULD BE THE EXISTENCE OF THE PBOBANS IN THE OBJECT 
WHERE THE PttOBANDUM IS PRESENT , AND IT WOULD 
NOT ACCOMPLISH WHAT IS SOUGHT TO BE 
ACCOMPLISHED — (13S1) 

COMMENTARY 

The mere fact of its not existing apart from the Probandum, — without 
the other fact of its existing wherever the probandum ia known to exist, — 
does not make ‘ visibility ’ — [which does not exist apart from the Probandum, 
N on-etemalxty , but is not present m atl cases where Non eternality is present), 
— does not prove the Nan- eternality of Sound — Hence tho first alternative 
cannot be right 

‘ It would not accomplish, etc etc ' — that is, it could not establish tho 
desired conclusion regarding the presence of the Probandum in the object 
—(1381) 

Question — “ Why so ? ” 

Aneioer — 


TEXTS (1382-1383). 

Fob instanoe, ‘ Visibility ’ is known to be inseparable (not existing 
apart) from ' Destruction in a general way ; and yet it 
(Visibility) cannot prove it (destruction) is Sound — 

If, then, it be said that its presence in the Object 

IS MEANT, — THEN, IN THAT CASE, UNDER YOUR 
VIEW ALSO, THE PrOBANS BECOMES THRFE- 

featured ’ as before — (1382-1383) 

COMMENTARY. 

' fat ' — Visibility 
‘ Tasya ’—of Destruction. 

« Cannot prose tf ’—cannot indicate its presence 
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It might be said that — “ m order to guard against the said objection, 
recourse may be had to the qualification that the Probans should be actually 
present m the object ” — In that case, under your view also, the Probans 
comes to have the same 1 tbree-f eatured ’ character that it had under ours — 
(1382-1383) 

Question — “ How so t ” 

Answer ■ — 


TEXT (1384). 

‘ Being otherwise impossible 1 includes Positive and Negative 
Concomitance , and by its presence in the object its presence 
in the Minor Term becomes admitted — (1384) 

COMMENTARY 

‘ Positive Concomitance ’ — is presence wherever the Probandum is known 
to be present 

' Negative Concomitance’ — is absence where the Probandum is known to 
be absent 

' Samshraya ’ — is admission, i.e acceptance — (1384) 

The following Text shows that there is no incompatibility with tho 
opinion of our Great Teacher . — 


TEXT (1385) 

A SIMILAR ABBREVIATED DEFINITION HAS BEEN INDICATED BY OUR 

Teacher also who says that ‘the Probans exists in 
the Cognisable object and is pervaded by a part 
or it ’.—(1385) 

COMMENTARY 

' Grahyadharmah \ — 1 e existing in tho coiptteattc object, — i o the object 
in which tho Probandum is sought to bo prov ed , i c in tho Minor Term — 
(1385) 


The following Texts point out the objections ngmnst the second nilernn- 
tne noted nboie (under Text 13S0) : — 



TATTVASAN'GRAHA . CHAPTER Xvm 


<588 


TEXTS (1386-1388) 

Ir the rnorosri) definition or the Probans is meant to be one 

THAT IS 10UXD IN THE Ml NOR TERM ONLY,— THEN THAT SAME 

j'lr an s of Cognition which has made the Probans known would 
mam; known the Probandum also Ir the Probandum does 

MU BECOME KNOWN, THEN THE PROBANS ALSO CANNOT BECOME 

known. Thus tiil Probans would be useless, the Probandum 

HAMM) BECOME KNOWN BV OTHER MEANS — THERE WOULD BE THE 
INCONGRUITY Or ‘ MUTUAL INTERDEPENDENCE’ ALSO, IF THE DE- 

i in nr cognition or the Probandum followed from the 

PrOBANN , AND BFTWEEN THESE TWO, THE COGNITION OF ONE WOULD 
HI. IirVI.NDVNT UPON THE COGNITION OT THE OTHER. — (1380-1388) 


COMMENTARY 

The Probnns may bp defined ns being inseparable from the Probandum 
in the Minor Term onlu, — ns assorted in the following words— ‘‘ The character 
of (lie Probnns is held bj others to ovist m the Instance and to be not seen 
npnrl from the Probandum , m mv opinion however, it is that which does 
not exist m the Minor Term apart from the Probandum . tlio followers of 
Shabara dome this know ledge from Presumption, and the followers of 
jjfnljii, from Inferences for us. Inference is something totally different, 

like Knranniha (hnirngn dunl charnctol)" 

fin this passage) — ‘ Miamim ’—In the Minor terra ,-i e that m which 
the evistenee of tlte Probandum is sought to be proved ‘ Amm\a ' \ o 
wlmt ,s sought to be prosed That nhek is incapable of existing in the Minor 
Tom apart fiom the Probandum , -this is meant to be the definition (of 

' "’'Tf 1 itch be the definition of the Probnns, then that same Means of 
rogmtion bj winch the Probnns would bo known as Reparable from the 

“L"’r«trrc 

proved,— Hint same Aien b _ , __ fc b a t t b e Probans 

Probandum also (as present in the Mmor Term) , 

would bo entirely useless p ro bans also is not known , 

inseparably from tho Proban u , knowm so that the Probandum 

° i tnseparaM,ty dep6nds 

upon the Cognition of both _ may be known by other means 

.. to •* to to 

become known already ? Probandum were dependent 

£ — - - — ■- 

dependence 
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Question — “ How ? ” 

Ansucr — ‘ If the definite Cognition etc etc ’ ; — the cognition of the 
Probandum would be dependent upon the cognition of the Probans — as 
therein alone lies the uso of the Probans, — and the cognition of the Piobans, 
winch is characterised by inseparability from the Probanduni, would be 
dependent upon the cognition of the Probanduni , thus there w ould be clcai 
mutual inter-dependence ’ — (1380-1388) 

The following Text — takes note of the third alternative set forth above 
(under Text 1380) — 

TEXT (13S9) 

Even ir the Probans u ere known as existent in the Corroborative 

Instance, that would not bring ,ibout the cognition or the 
Probandum in the Minor Term Because its 
invariable concomitance wtll not have 
been definitely cognised all 
over — (1389) 

COMMENTARY. 

* In the Corroborative Instance ', — i e m the object that serves as the 
Corroborative Instance, — -which object is different from that in which the 
Probandum is sought to be proved 

1 If it were Lnonn — i o if the Probans w ere known 

What is meant is as follows — If the inseparability (concomitance) of 
the Probans is held to be in the object wlncli forms the Corroborative 
Instance, — and winch is something different from the Minor Term, m wlueli 
the Probandum is sought to be proved, — and not ‘ all over 1 — everywhere — 
along with the Minor Term, — then how could such a Probans bring about the 
cogmtion of tho Probandum in the Minor Term ’ 

Will it could not bring it about is explained — ' Because its invariable 
concomitance, etc etc ’ — (13S9) 

With the following Text, tho author proceeds to point out defects m the 
examples cited (by PiUrasu'nnin, m Texts 1371 to 1378) — 


TEXT (1390) 

AS REGARDS THE PROBANS TH IT HIS BUN Pl‘T FORWVRD (UNDER 1371), 
IN THL FORM BrCVUSI' IT IS WPHFHFNDEO SOMEHOW — 

THE OBJECT Or THIS IS NOT OPl'N TO ENCLRT 1INTY , 

HI'NCr IT Is I'-ILIA-'. — (1300) 

COMMENT Alt Y 

As regards the Probnn-- that has been put forward, m tho form — * Beeline 
it is somehow apprehended — this is nbsolutelv futile . as its object is not 
open to doubt , that is, it inserts w hat is aln idv known , and what is already 
-14 
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cannot be the 

already known (under the definition propounded bj PSIianSm ”-(1300) * 

It might be urged that-" here also what fonns the object of the 
Probans is wlwt is open to doubt ’’-The ansuei to that ,s as follows - 


TEXT (1391) 

That the Positive Entity is essentially existent is knows to 

■" ALL PERSONS , THEN HOW IS IT SAID THAT IT IS KNOWN 
‘ somehow ’ 1 — (1391) 

coaniEKTARr 

When all persons somehow know it for certain that the Positive Entitj 
is existent, w hy do j ou state your Proposition in the form ’ The Positn o 
Entity is somehow existent ’ 1 — 

‘ Tadatmatiam ’—being essentially existent. 

The mention of the ‘ Positive Entity ’ ib only by way of illustration , 
the Negative Entity is also meant 

'Somehow' — i e. in the form of ‘bemg cognisable ’, — it is known for 
certain that all this is existent , hence the Probans is absolutely futile — 
(1391) 

It might bo argued that—" the said foot is not admitted by the Sdnlhya 
and others , hence it is sought to be proved ” 

The answer to that is as follows — 


TEXTS (1392-1393) 

Even under the doctrine that “ all things are one on 
account of the diversity in the nature of the Modifications, 

WHAT IS MANIFESTED IS ALWAYS IN SOME DEFINITELY CLEAR 

form Even those who regard all things as 1 feature- 
less’ (DEVOID OF CHARACTER), ALWAYS HAVE 
RECOURSE to SUCH QUALIFYING TERMS AS 
■ TRULY ’ AND THE LIKE -(1392-1393) 


COMMENTARY 

■The doctrine of all things bemg one’ is the one that is Md tiy iho 

t A- '•>» *■*• -—T" “ 

fested—apprehended — is always in some definite form 

Qaesl.on H°w so 1 ” , , of thc Modifications 

Answer ~'On account of, etc etc , ««« J 

i e in the form of Modifications 
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The term ‘ adi ’ is meant to include the ‘ unmixed (Pure) Primordial 
Matter, consisting of Pleasure, Pam etc ’ and * the Spirits as distinguished 
from one another, and from Primordial Matter ’ 

' Eten those' — le the Madhyamihas, Idealists — These also, in asserting 
the ‘featurelessness’ of all tilings, always add the qualifying term ‘truly’, 
and they do not assert them to be absolutely so , because thev do admit of 
their being produced at least m the Ideation 
1 Truly ’ — 1 e strictly logically 

The term ‘ adi ’ includes such qualifying terms as ‘ m reality ’ and tlio 

like 

In fact it must be admitted by all men that the fact that a thing is 
somehow existent is quite certainly recognised — (1392-1393) 

TEXT (1394) 

Otherwise, it cannot be admitted that ‘ it is somehow appre- 
hended ’ — If it is Usage that is sought to be proved, — 

THEN SOMETHING WELL KNOWN SHOULD FORM THE 

Corroborative Instance — (1394) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Otherwise ’, — i e if what lias been just said is not. admitted, then — the 
Probans — in the form ‘ because it is somehow apprehended ’ — cannot bo 
admitted 

Previous to this the defect pointed out in the statement of the other 
party was that it V as futile , it is now pointed out that it is inadmissible 
If it is Usage that is meant to bo proved, — then the Corroborative Instance 
could be found in the case w here the use had been made , and in tins case, 
the Probans would become ‘ three-featured ' Otherwise, if there were no 
Corroboratn o Instance, the Usage also could not be known — (1394) 

The following Text points out the defect in the second Reasoning put 
forth (bv Patrasvannn, m Text 1372, where the ‘two-featured’ Probans is 
exemplified) — 

TEXT (1395) 

AS REGARDS ‘ BEING SPOKEN OF AS THE MOON ’, THIS IS PRESENT ALSO 
IN THINGS WHERE THE ProBANDUM IS KNOWN TO BE PRESENT , — 

OR IT IS ALSO SOMETIMES PRESENT IN THE Man (WHO 

is spoken of as the Moon), or in Camphor, 

Slher AND SUCH OTHER THINGS (WHICH tRE 
ALSO CALLED ‘ JIoON ’) — (1395) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ Munaivlc ’—i e in Man —(1393) 

Objection —‘‘If a tlirec featured Probans is p P ss,ble. for the proving 
of the ■ Moon then how is it that your Teacher has asserted tlmt, when a 
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man declares that the Moon is not the Moon , — for the proving of its being thr 
Moon against such a person there can be no Inference, — -os he has nssorte< 1 
m the following passage — ■* In the case nhene there can be no Inference on 
account of the thing in question being unique, it is excluded by its eontrarj 
which is well known in its verbal form, when, for example, it is Baid that 
the Hare-holder is the Moon because it is an entity , in a ca«e like tins tlier 
is no Minor Term ' ’ " 

In anticipation of tins objection, the following answer has been 
provided — 

TEXT (1396) 

There would be ‘ uniqueness ’ only if the Probans were meant 

TO PROVE ‘ MoON-XESS AS, IN THE ABSENCE OF ANY WELL- 
KNOWN FACT REGARDING IT, IT WOULD BE BASED 
ENTIRELY UPON THE NATURE OF THE THING 
ITSELF — (1396) 


COMMENTARY 

• It would be based entirely, etc ’ i e it is in icgard to the Probnns in 
the shape of the existence or non-existence of tilings, that * Uniqueness ’ lias 
been asserted, -not in regard to a Probans ,n the fonn of a well-known fact , 
because in the ease of the latter, os it is dependent upon tho wish of the 
speaker the necessary concomitance would alwaj s be there The Inference, 
x^thout a Corroborative Instance, has been spoken of only in the case where 

"ther party holds a different opinion and denies all experience, and 

* ^ * j e Ai,a thine being the JUoon on tlio basis 

I—™ (M~) 

of any well-known *<**,-«« » ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ couJd bo prove d 
based upon the the nama « Moon ' is based upon 

m refeience to tbe Hare-holder, miwr ent property of the thing 

sri-’ ‘.’i— - >»— ■ - — 

■unique, too specific ’ , * To prove Moon-ness some texts 

In place of ‘ chandraUasadhane ; J and , wt h this 

r ead • achandrasadhane \ to f ® * {allOT , s „tVhcro the other party has 

reading, the explanation would be as foll^ ^ ^ -,-when th „ 

asserted that 1 The Hare- o e clted bv that parti for proving tlio 

Probans, 'because it exists , q ^ prooceds to answer hun bv 

•Non-moon-character —then, the pe ^ ^ ho can not put forward an 
proving the ‘ Moon-charac “ ’ hlg reason th at the Teacher has mdicatw 

Inference of 'uniqueness , andlt * { ueness , there is no Inference, 
by asserting that ‘where, on account* t]n , IndlC aUvo m the 

shape of the character * the rtung 

fact (which could he, cited) -(1396) 
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The following Text points out the defect m the third argument (put. 
forward bv Patrasvanun, m Text 1373, regarding the ‘ fnlhng insect ’) — 

TEXT (1397) 

There is no distinction perceived between ‘being brought 

ABOUT BY THE FAILING INSECT ’ AND ‘ HAVING ITS APPEARANCE 
FELT ON THE TOUCH OF THE FALLING INSECT ’ — (1397) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ There is no distinction parcelled ', — between the Probons (Premiss) 
and the Proposition (Conclusion) , that is, the Probans is a part of the 
Proposition itself In the ease m question, wliat is meant to be proved is 
the fact of the Pam being due to a particular insect, — and the same fact is 
asserted, in different words, m the Probans (Premiss) Hence there is no 
difference between the Premiss and tlio Conclusion — (1397) 

The following might, be urged — “ If the epithet Jailing is not introduced, 
and the Probnns (Premiss) is slated m the general form ‘ because its appearance 
is felt — then the Premiss cannot be a part of tho Conclusion ” 

Ansuer — 

TEXT (1398) 

' Falling ’ must be hade a qualification in the Pbobans , other- 
mise ‘ Inconclusiveness ’ (Falsity) would be 
inevitable — (1398) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tlio qualification must bo there , otherwise the Premiss would be falsified 
by reference to the Pam caused bv other insects — (1398) 


TEXT (1399) 

Ir \VH IT IS 1IF INT TO BE PROVED (ASSF.RTED IN THE CONCLUSION) IS THAT 

but" ten the two (the Pain and the Insect) there Is the 

RFUTION of CAUSE AND EFFECT, — WHICH HAS BEEN IOR- 
COTTrN — THFN THE PBOBANS WOULD BE ‘ THREE- 
1EATURED ’ AS THERE WOULD BE \ CORROBOBl- 
TIVE iNSTANCr PROVIDED BY PREVIOUS 

experience — (1399) 

COMMENTARY 

,, ur £od thnt “wliat is meant to bo proved is the relation of 

iuo am r.ffeet— for the benefit of one who lias forgotten it, — then, m 
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that ease, the Probans w ouJd become ‘ three-featured ’ as ,ue , 
Instance would be prov ided bv such w ell ' fWohumm e 

Eire -(1300) ' "ell-known cases as that of <s, llnt , ot „, 

The following Text supphes the answer to the argument ^ted fh, 

for h I" TCXt 1374) rogardm f r “ tllP Ere- having tho peculiar potemi 

for bringing about the effect in the shape of Colour pereepZ ’> ‘ 


TEXT (1400) 

As A MATTER OF FACT, THE VERY' KU staler OF TilE ElT , — WHICH IS Till 
SUBJECT — IS STILT, UXCERTAIX , AND THE FROt I VO (ll Tiffs 
(EXISTENCE) CARNOT BE RfOIfT, — is it «OUI I) 11 F 
OPEN TO THE DETECTS OF ‘ INADMISSIBILITY ’ 

AND THE RFST — (1400) 

COMMENTARY 

Tlioro is a stop after ‘ na ’ (in the second hue) 

‘Inadmissibility and the rest' — The term ‘and the rc-t * unhid, - 
‘ falsity ’ and ‘ contradiction ’ 

tVliat is meant is that if Existence is to lie proved. t lieu tin Trelmu- 
put fonenrd is open to all the three defeels of I ho I’rohnns I*or in liuue 
if tho character cited ns the Piohuns is something positne, then it i< ’ umd 
missibJe ' ; — if it is both (positive nnrl negative), then it is 1 fiuoiielu if 1 . 
— if it is negatne, then it is * contradict on ’ — 1 1 his has las n tint . d> i lar* d 
‘Tho posit n c proper! \ is not admitted, both positive and negatne would 
bo Inconclusive , and the negative one would he eontnuhr lorv , how then < an 
Existence bo pros ed * ’ 

If what is sought to bo proved is the potency i » the Eye, the .Siihjrr!, (» 
bring about visual perception, — even mi iniwnndi a- ‘ jxd, n< v ‘eset,n,< 
etc are svnonvmou«, the proving of l’otrnni would mvolvt the proving o' 
Existence — On the negative nsptit iil-o inasmuch n« the Potnuv. lx mg 
bojond tho reach of the senses, would not he well-known, the IVuImiis would 
become fallacious, a= having no ncll-hinun substratum 

Similarlv the Prob.ms, m the form * became of the pen, ptmn of C nW 
would ho something not present in the SnhjeU. and hino it * >*,u < 
understood to be Inadmissible — ( I4TKJ) 


Question -‘How thu. can von aho pros, the of tie 1 >. 

and tho other sense-organs '' " 

A HSU cr — 
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TEXT (1401) 

BrT SOMETIMES, EVEN THOUGH COLOUR AND OTHER THINGS ARE THERE, 

Visual Perception does not take place hence it is 

UNDERSTOOD THAT THAT (PERCEPTION) ALONE CANNOT 
BE A REASON (FOR THE EXISTENCE Or THE 

Eve)— (1401) 

COMMENTARY 

‘Sometimes', — u hen, for instance, the E\es mo closed 

We neter seek to pros e the existence of the E\e — directly os ‘tins is 
the Eye ’ , w hat happens (according to ns) is that it is found that tho Percep- 
tion appears onh when certain things, m the form of Colour, etc are there, 
— and it is so found that it is present when these things are there and it i« 
absent wlion they are absent, — and what we seek to pro\ e is that the 
Perception could not hate those things alono as its cause, — that it must 
have some other cause , so that the Subject (of our Inference) is the said 
Peicoption, which cannot bo said to he ‘ unknown ’ — What tins other cause 
is comes to be spoken of as the E\ e ’ 

The basis of out conclusion is the practical notion of dnersitj — (1401) 

The follow mg might be urged — • It may he that, m the manner shown 
tho Peiception mat be the Subject , even so, the Probans remains only ‘ two- 
featured ’ ” 

The answer to this is ns follows — 


TEXT (1402) 

The Sprout is actually found to exist as having its birth in- 
set \R VBLY CONNECTED W ITH ITS CAUSE , AND THIS IS ALWAYS 
a\ ailable as thf. Corroborative Instance the 
Instance ter dissimilarity is too clear 
(to be stated) — (1403) 

COMMENTARY 

‘Inseparably connected until its Cause ' — lmnrinbh concomitnnt with its 
Cause is the birth — appearance, coming into existence — of tho Sprout 
Things like the Sprout, having their birth dependent upon their Cause and 
hence coming into existence only occasionallv are possible n« the Corroborate e 
Instance (m the proving of tho Visual Perception ns being duo to the Etc) . — 
the argument being formulated thus — Those things that oppmr on tile 
pros< nee of something else only occnsionnllj . cannot be regarded ns produced 
from that alone thev must bo regarded ns dependent upon other causes — 
fo- instance, c\en when tho soil mid other things arc there, tho Sprout 
i' found to appear or not to appear according ns the seed is there or not there . 
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atTCaX^; 1 23 we- «* at 

case of the denial of the Eve the arm ^ 0r nofc 0,0sed ■ llenca m tho 
denml would he contrary to a y der pr^V™^ S""* ° Ut that the 8nid 
asserting of the existence of thlt^ZT' V* “ the raso of *• 
( 1402) 3 ' Jt ” 0l,M ***** a natural reason - 

im U^eZ ^TT ** «*«—»> 

existent, etc etc ” * Sou) aad the Jar - somehow non- 

TEXT (1403) 

b 'ir”."* ™ 

” ’7™® PMBAKS IS as, IX A PREVIOUS CASE 

TO BE FUTILE ' AM) ALSO * INADMISSIBLE ’ —(1403) 


COMMENTARY 


of thf r a,S f °’ f" 6 T M b ° pr0nne What aI ™ d r admitted, as the fact 

ot the .far, etc being somehow non-existent ’ is already admitted 

In case it is not admitted, then the Probans also, m the form ‘ because 
It is not apprehended ’, cannot be admitted , so that the Probans becomes 
Inadmissible ’ 


In this nay, the defect in the Probans may be pointed out, — just ns it 
was in connection uith the argument seeking to prove that the things m 
question are existent —(1403) 


It has been argued that — “ there being nothing where the Probandnm is 
known to be, absent, there can be no Corroborative Instance pur dissimilarity’' 
— The ansu er to that is as follows — 


TEXTS (1404-1405) 

Here also, there is a clear Corroborative Instance per dissimilarity , 
that same form of the thixgs becomes the thing where the 
Probamhm is known to be absent — In the proving of the 

CHARACTER OF ‘ BEING SOMEHOW EXISTENT ’ IN REGARD 
TO NON-ENTITIES, — THERE WOULD BE ‘PROVING OF 
WHAT IS ALREADY ADMITTED ’ , ALSO * INAD- 
MISSIBILITY AND THE CONCOMITANCE 
OF THE CONTRARY CHARACTER IN 
THAT WAY — (1401-1405) 

COMMENTARY 

That f orm m which the Jar, etc are apprehended,— if their existence in 
that form is accepted by them, then, in that case, that same charactor u ou 
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also serve as the Instance per dissimilarity , because in that character, the 
Probans — ‘ being unapprehended ’ — will have ceased to exist 

Similarly in the case of the argument regarding things being * somehow 
existent the defect of ‘ futility ’ n ould be present 
* Ktratmam ’ — 1 e in non-entities 

‘ Concomitance of the contrary character ’ , — 1 e the ‘ contrary character ’ 
— m the shape of the cessation of the Probandtim — would be pervaded bv 
(concomitant with) the absence of the Probans 

‘ In that nay ’ — 1 e by the possibility of the Instance per dissmnlai Uy — 
(1404-1405) 


The following Texts point out the defects in the argument propounded 
(by Patraevdmm), in Text 1377, regarding “ Your father being present m the 
house, etc etc ” — 


TEXTS (1400-1407) 


Whek the presence of the Father if; the house is sought to bi: 

PROVED BY THE HEARING OF THE FATHER S VOICE, — TUB 

Probans in this case is clearly 1 three-featured ’ As, 

SURELY, AT SOME TIME PREVIOUSLY THE CONCOMIT- 
ANCE of the Voice has been perceived if it 

HAS NEVER BEEN SO PERCEIVED, THEN THE 
‘ INADMISSIBILITY ’ OF THE pROBANS 
WOULD BE IRRESISTIBLE — 

(1400-1407) 

COMMENTARY 


Tasi/a ’ —the ioice ns belonging to the Father must certainly lime 
bcfore Tf >t not, then the Probans w ould be <>, admits, blc — 

(I4UU-]40<) 


The said three featured character of the Prohans 
Jollowinc — 


1*5 Mimxn in tin 
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TEXTS <1*08.14); 3) 

Lv mm™ ram the Father had been found before 

ALSO a THAT WHEREIN HE HAD NOT BEEN BOUND BEFORE -THERE JS 
THE CONCOMITANCE, POSITIVE AND NEGATIVE, CLEARLY PEBCEIIED 
AS REGARDS THE WORD, IT DOES NOT JURE KNOWN ANY EXTERNAL 
OBJECT AT ALL , BECAUSE IN THIS CASE, THE CHARACTER OP ‘bring 

other-rise impossible’ is not pkesent, the Word can onh 

BP THE INDICATOR OP THE * SPEAKER'S WISH ’ (TO SPEAK OP A CER- 
TAIN thing) If this (Speaker’s vise) were meant to be what 
IS EXPRESSED BY THE WORD, THEN ITS DIFFERENCE IS QUITE CLEM 

Because when the ‘ Speaker’s wish ' is not there, the word 

CANNOT BE USED — As REGARDS THE L-4MP, IT DOES NOT MAKE 
THE Blue AND OTHER THINGS KNOWN BY BECOMING THE INDICATIVE 
(INFERENTIAL] , ALL THAT IT DOES IS TO MAKE THINGS CAPABLE 01 
BEING COGNISED , AND IT IS ONLY IN THIS SENSE THAT IT IS CALLED 
A ‘MEANS OP COGNITION’ ONLY IN CASE THE WORD MERE AN 

Inferential Indicative, would it be necessary to consider 
if it fulfils the conditions of being i» the Subject 

(Mlnoh Term) and so forth Otherwise, why cannot the 

SAME BE URGED IN CONNECTION WITH THE Eye AND OTHER ORGANS (AS 

Means of Cognition) ! — Even through the character or ‘ bfim, 

OTHERWISE IMPOSSIBLE’, Visibility CANNOT PROVE ANYTHING, 
UNLESS IT IS PRESENT IN THE SUBJECT (MINOR TERM) — THUS ‘ ONE- 
rEATUBED ’ PflOBANS ABB ALL IMPOTENT — In THOSE THAT HAVE 
BEEN CITED AS ‘ ONE-FEATURED ’ PROBANS, THE PRESENCE Of tlW 
FEATURES BECOMES CLEARLY INDICATED , AND IN THOSE THAT HAVE 
BEEN CITED AS ‘ TWO-FEATURED THE PRESENCE OF three FEATl Brs 
BECOMES CLEARLY INDICATED , BECAUSE EVERY PROBANS MUST 
RESIDE IN THE Subject (WHICH THERETOBE IS AN ADDITIONAL CONDI- 
TION THAT MUST BE FULFILLED) — If IT BE ARGUED THAT “ THIS 
FEATURE IS IMPLIED BY THE CHARACTER OT bmp Othm CISC im- 
possible ”, — THAT CANNOT BE «0 , BECAUSE IN THE CASE Or ffoLND 
THOUGH Visibility MAY BE OTHERWISE DESIRED, IT IS NOT PRrSENT 
IN SOUND (WHICH IS THE SUBJECT) — ( 1408-14-15) 

COMMENTARY 

In the case of Words, the charade, of bang othenone impossible cannot 
be admissible, — in reference to et.fen.al Ihmy * , because it cannot sen e «- an 
Inferential Indicative of these latter, -being, as it is, dependent enfreh 
upon the Speaker's' wish -If the said character is asserted m the case i 

iszssszzj: r4ssrr;ssi 
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and as such it is mdicatnc of the thing spoken of, just as the Smoke is of 
Tire , and this is accepted by us , but not as being express) le of the tiling 
As regards the Lamp, it is not admitted to be even the Indicator hke 
Smoko , all that is admitted is that it lias come to be popularly regarded as the 
Indicator (making things known) by reason of its making the Jar etc 
(objects cognised) capablo of bringing about the cognition , but the words 
are not inferential Indicatives , hence any discussion as to the Indicative 
subsisting in the Subject cannot arise in this case If it did arise m this case, 
then w hy could not the same discussion arise m the case of the Ey e and the 
rest (which are the means of Sense-perception, not Inferential Indicatives) ’ 

‘ Otherwise, etc etc ’ , — tins sums up the subject-matter under considera- 
tion The sense is that, even though Visibility is invariably concomitant 
with non-eternality, it docs not prose tlus non-eternahty m Sound 

Thus then, inasmuch as in all cases the condition of subsisting in the 
Subject must be present, — by admitting this as a necessary condition, those 
Probans that have been cited ns * one-featured must, necessarily, become 
t" 0 featured — and those cited as ‘ tvv o-featured ’ must become ’ three- 
featured ’ Thus, on account of the necessity' of subsistence m the Subject, 
it is the one-featured Probans that are reallv impotent 

It cannot be right to aTgue that — “ such characters ns subsisting m the 
Subject are all implied bv that of ‘being otherwise impossible’, and hence 
they cannot form so many' different independent characteristics of the 
Probans because the other parts has lumself asserted that there is the 
character of ‘ being otherwise impossible even when subsistence in the Subject 
is not there, in the following passage — ‘‘Through the character of being 
otherwise impossible the Lamp and other tilings are actualh indicative of 
things, even though they do not reside m the subject {Teat J378. above) ’ 

In the case of Visibility, — even though ‘ non-eternahtv ’ is ‘otherwise 
impossible , — visibility does not subsist in the Subject So that m ev cry 
way what has been asserted is entirely doubtful — (1408-1415) 

It has been argued above, — under Text 1370 — that “ m the caso of the 
Reasoning ‘ He is dark because he is the son of so and so ’, even though the 
Probans has all tile three features, vet it is not conducive to certainty of 
cognition” 

The answer to tliat is as follows — 

TEXT (1416) 

Ik THE CASE OF SUCH PROBANS AS ‘ BECAUSE HE IS THE SOX OF SO ASP 
SO , THE CONTRARY BEING OPEN TO DOUBT, THF thrCC CONDI- 
TIONS ARE NOT PRESENT BECAUSE WHAT IS CITED 
IS NOT INCOMPATIBLE WITH THE CONTE VKY 
—(1416) 

COMMENTARY 

It may be possible that the child innv be the son of the man and yet 
0 not (fori , — there being no mcotnpatibilUv m tins, the absence of the Probans 
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where the Probandum is Inown to be absent is open to doubt [and tins is one 
of the tliroo fonturos] , so that the Probans is not ' three featured ’ , hence 
Iho example cited (b\ Patrasvamm ) is not relevant — (1416) 

Tho follow mg might be urged — “Certainly there is incompatibility , 
c\ on when there is no difference in the cause, if there were difference in the 
eflccl, — then tho effect Mould be causeless ” 

Tho ensuei to this is as follows — 


TEXTS (1417-1418) 

Evils wars the child is born of a certain person, there is always 

A LIKELIHOOD OF DIVERSITY IN ITS FEATURES, BY REASON OF THE 
PECULIARITIES OF SUCH CAUSES AS THE ‘ DESTINY ’ (OF THE 

child) and food (of the Parents) and so forth 
Farther, (a) what is cited as the Peobans does 
not constitute the nature (of the Pbobandum) , 

(6) nor is that its Effect , (c) nor is it of 

THE NATURE OF ’ THE NON-PEROEPTION 
OF THE PERCEPTIBLE ’ , — AND APART 

from these (three) these is 
nothing that can make 
the Probans ‘ infal- 
lible’ (True) — 

(1417-1418) 


COMMENTARY 

Tiirough such causes as the ,ifthe features 

eating of hot food ’ and other "—re then 

of the child such as >"*" d ^ ele a d^Jty m the causes is well 
can there be any incompatibility where a 

known I , R „ ca - Use he w the son of so and so — 13 n ° l 

Then again, the premiss , , the proving of non- 

a 1 natural ’ Season, as ’being a h „, e no other character 

Mmu») .»*>»'*<” 

known p^'^'^etwean'tho 

ether " n " 

two, the Probans cannot prov 
Park 
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Apart from these three there can be no Inferential Indicative — because 
of the absence of * Invariable Concomitance ’ (in all other cases) , without 
Inc nr table Concomitance, there can be no proper ‘indicative’ character, 
for, if there were, it u ould lead to absurdities 

Thus then, w hat lias been cited is neither a ‘ Probans ’, nor is it ' three- 
featured ’ How then could there be * Infallibility ’ in it ’ 

‘ X on --perception of the perceptible — is the non-apprehension of some- 
thing which fulfils all the conditions of apprehensibility — (1117-1418) 

In the following Texts, the author sets forth certain objections agnmst 
the ‘ infallibility ’ put forward as constituting the character of the tiuo 
Inferential Indicate e — 


TEXTS (141 <1-1421 ) 

“The said ‘ Infallibility ’ is seen in other cvses also For 

INSTANCE, (1) THE BLOOMING Or THE LILY AND THE RISE IN THE SEA 

have the Rise of the Moon for their ‘ indicative ’ 

(2) From the presence of sun-light, the presence of 
shade on the other side is inferred -—(3) When 

THE HALF-BURNT WOOD-PIECE IS SEEN IN THE 
DARK FROM A DISTANCE, IT BRINGS UT THE 

idea of smoke — (4) From the rise 
of the Krtltkd (asterism) is 
inferred the proximity of 

THE Rohvm (ASTERISM) ' — 

(1410-1421) 

COMMENTARY 

(1) From the Rise of the Moon — follows the inference of the Blooming of 
tho Lily and the Riso m tlio Sea 

The term ' adi ’ JS meant to include such cases as the Blooming of the 
Lotus inferred from the Rise of tho Sun 

(2) From the presence of sun-hght, there follows the inference of the 
shadow on the other side 

(3) V hen from a distance one sees in the darkness o half burnt piece of 
W ood, he infers the presence of smoke 

(4) From the rise of the nstemm Krta/d, one infers the provimitv of 
io ns cri=m Rohm } ; since it is w ell known that tho nstcri-ms nse m tho same 

o or m winch they are enumerated in the list beginning with .4e7n mf 

„ , t ‘ C ,7_ nr ° " ot mcIudcd araon g the tlirce kinds of Probans (mentioned 
‘ r fni , , 1418 > Mll - V then sll0uM « be nsserted that there can be no 

„ ■ w m an - v Frobans other than tho-e of the sud three kinds •--- 
(1419-1 121) 


Hie nnswer to the nboie is as follows — 
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TEXTS (1422*1423) 

The Blooming ash the rest \n»T*v 

SAID <#**-"**. ®°> So that here „ D0 ,Z n y 
n ™* B » THE *» ». Effect l“ Z«7 

WERE NO SUCH STRICT REHMONSHIP, THIN UEBV- 
THING COULD EE INFERRED FROM EVERYTHING 

— (1422-1423) 


COMMENTARY 

When the said Bloomin'/ and the rest - Blooming of the Lilt, line of (he 
hea and the Blooming of the Lotus and the Shadon and Smoko-are pm 
duoad,— in what way 1—at the same time as the mid Moon rise, Sun light and 
the Half -burnt Wood-piece,— which nro known to be the effects of (he mine 
Causes that is to say, that winch is the cause of tho Moon rim, etc,, which 
appear at the same time as the Blooming of the Lily end other phenomena, 
becomes also the auxiliary cause in the bringing about of the Blooming of 
tho Lily, etc , — tile said Moon-rise, etc , wlulo leading to the inference et 
their own causes, lead to the inference also of the effects appearing at the 
same time, m the form of the Blooming of tho Lily, etc , and they do not do 
this directly In this way, the Probans m the case m question is one based 
upon the character of the * Effect ' 

That this is so has to be admitted , becauso if tho Probans were to lend 
to the inference of things without some such relationship, then they might 
lead to the inference of anything and everything , becauso tho absence of 
relationship would he equally present in all things Honco in the ca«es m 
question also, some sort of relationship has to bo pointed out , and this rein 
tionship can only be one of Cause and Effect os just explained — (1422-1-123) 


Question — "What sort of relationship is thero between tho Prozimtl’l 
of the Rohinl-astensm and tho Rise of the Kfiltika-astcrism ? " 

Answer — 

TEXTS (1424-1425) 

A PECULIAR ATMOSPHERIC CURRENT IS THE CAUSF OF THE J?1*C of ihr 

KfUila-asterism , that same, in continuation, also warns 
the cause OF the Proximity of the Rohim-Astcrism Henci 

ITS COGNITION IS HELD TO RE DUE TO THE COGNITION OF 
THAT , AND THERE IS SO OTHER COGNITION’ OF IT 
WHICH IS INDEPENDENT —(142 1-1421) 


COMMENTARY 


‘ Pmbhanjana ’—is Aw-current 

Here also there is Inference from a particular I robot,- w 
upon the same auxiliary cimmc-tances Tins Ins been 


Jiirh i 4 * <l f p'wl'mt 
t hu* ft* * — 
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• Being dependent upon one and the same set of auxiliary circumstances is 
what leads to the inference of a particular cause of a paitieulnr thing — as-is 
found in the case of Smoke which is a product of half-burnt fuel ’ — (1424- 
142o) 

Objection — “ In tlio case where the Reflection leads to the Inference of 
the object reflected — the Prob.ms cannot be included under anv of the threo 
kinds of Probans,— because the Reflected Image is a non-entitv (and has no 
real existence) , hence the definition provided bv you is too narrow ’ 

The answ er to this is as follow s — 

TEXT (1426) 

The Inference of the Reflected , object proceeds on the basis 
of the Inferential Indicative in the shape of the 
Reflection this is only right . and the Indi- 
cative FROM WHICH it PROCEEDS IS NOT 
DIFFERENT FROM THAT WHICH RESTS 
OX THE NATURE Or THE 

* Effect ’ — (1426) 

COMMENTARY 

In the following Text the author sets forth the objection from the 
Opponent’s standpoint — 

TEXT (1427). 

“ The Reflection cannot be an entity, because two things cannot 

EXIST TOGETHER AT THE SAME PLACE , THEN HOW CAN IT BE 
REGARDED AS AN Effect, WHICH MUST BE SOMETHING 
REAL ”, — IF THIS IS URGED [THEN THE ANSWER 

is as in the following Text] — (1427) 

COMMENTARY. 

For the idea that the RcflectiSn cannot bo an entity, the Reason is — 
tno things cannot exist together ; the Reflection is perceived as occupying the 
“ame placo ns the reflecting surface of the Mirror, and it is not possible for 
the forms of two things to bo seen at the sntno place , as there would nlwnys 
bo an obstacle , hence it cannot be possible for any two things to exist at tlio 
same place Henco the idea must bo regarded as illusory 

Or [there ma\ be another explanation of the Toxt) — Tito things cannot 
exist together at l the same place , — -which in o things s — The surface of the 
reflecting mirror and tlio Reflection of the Moon , the surface of the Mirror 
occupies one point m space and tlio Reflection of the Moon occupies n different 
point m space, inside the Mirror ; like the water at the bottom of the well 
When a thing is produced in one place, how can it be perccued in another 
place * Ilenco it follows that there is no such Entitv as the Reflection , and 
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the perception is due to the force of the attendant circumstances —unthink- 
able indeed are the diverse forces of things ' — (1427) 

The above objection is answered ns follows — 

TEXTS (142S-I429) 

Even though the character of the ‘ Entity ’ does not belong 
to the Reflection as a corporeal object, tet how 
can the Cognition envisaging the Relection be 
regarded as Objectless ? And it is this latter 
(Cognition), that is regarded here as the 
‘ Effect ’ and the ‘ Infeiential Indicative ’ , 

AND THOUGH ITSELF WITHOUT A MATERIAL 

basis, the Cognition appears 

UNDER THE INFLUENCE OF THE 

Reflected object which 

IS THEREFORE REGARD- 
ED as its Cause 
-(1428-1420) 

COMMENTARY 

It is only tlvc Cognition of the form of the Reflection that is icgnrded as 
the effect, and hence the Inferential Indicative, and not any ffttnwt object 
in the shape of the ‘ Reflection ’ -(1428-1429) 


Objection It has been assarted under TcU 1363 that-' Inference for 

the sail of Others consists m the statement of the three-featured Probnns - 
. rvfhpp tiraoIg have described the Inference 


to consists m the statement oi tne 77 , _ 

-IVhy has this been so asserted, when other people have describe^ Inference 
for the sales of others as consisting of the statement of the Proposition , 
■ Fin al Conclusion ' and ' Re-affirmation ’ also 1 

x-J a nuemanori IT! 


for the sake of others as consisting ot tne S w— - — Proposito 
nal Conclusion ' and ‘ Re-affirmation ’ also » 

Tins is what is anticipated and answered in the following— 

TEXT (1430) 

The Inference for tU sale of ot/ieie has been 

7 the statement of the Proposition .and the «est 
But, not being an integral part of pi,0 ° f 
ing ’), the Proposition is of no use —(1430) 

COMMENT ARY 

The author .rejects the «d * 

net, etc etc ’ _« /not an ‘ rnteprai 

cognition of the 0^ “^ „ what is meant by the compount 
e the cause— of the pi ovu j , 

‘ asadhanangabhutam' 



INFERENCE. 


70S 


Not being an integral part of the proung, the Proposition is of no use, 
end hence need not be stated. 

• Of no use ’ may be explained as not a cause , m which case the phrase 
would form part of the conclusion set forth here (which would be that the 
Proposition is not a cause of the proving} — (1430) 

Question — “ How is the Proposition not an integral part of the 
Proung ’ ” 

Answer — 

TEXTS (1431-1433) 

For want or relationship the Proposition cannot be rightly 

REGARDED AS PROVING THE THING directly NOR CAN IT BE RIGHTLY 
REGARDED AS DOING IT indirectly. BECAUSE IT DOES NOT INDICATE 
WHAT IS POSSIBLE — If IT BE REGARDED AS PART OF THE proung. 
ON ACCOUNT OF ITS PRESENTING THE OBJECTIVE OF THE PROBANS 
AND THE PeOBANDUM, — LIKE THE STATEMENT OF THE CORROBORA- 
TIVE Instance, — then it would be like words conveying an 

ORDER, AND IN VIEW OF THIS THE REASON GIVEN WOULD BE FALLIBLE 

And as merely the objective will be indicated, the said state- 
ment of the Proposition would be useless also — (1431-1433) 

COMMENTARY. 

‘ It does not indicate uhal is probable — because it only states what is 
meant to be proved 

Wlmt is meant is ns follows — As words have no connection with things 
the statement of the Proposition cannot serve anv directly useful purpose — 
nor indirectly, like the statement of the Probans because it does not indicate 
" hat is possible , — as declared in the follow mg passage — ‘ They made the 
assertion of the Minor Term for the purpose of intimating their intention, — 
which shows where the doubt lay , hence it does not serve am directh useful 
purpose m the actual proving , and as it states only what is meant to be 
proved, it cannot help indirectly either ’. 

Some people hold the following opinion — " The Proposition lias to be 
stated — m the same way as the Corroborative Instance is stated. — because, 
e\en though it does not form a part of the Inference, jet it presents the 
objects e of the Probaos and the Probandum ; as declared m the words — 

* Since the two forms that remain ore shown in the Corroborative Instance ’ ; 
that is, the statement of the Corroborative Instance, even thouch it does not 
form a separate factor of the Inference, is yet stated for the purpose of show- 
ing the two features of the Probans — other tlian the feature of subsisting 
m the Minor Term " 

The answer to these people is provided m the words ' Lite the Corroboral" e 
Instance, etc. etc. ’ — ‘ 1 To mis coriici/inq an order ' — such ns * Do tins. — Prove 
the Sound to be non-eternal — The term ‘ddi* includes wo~ds comejmg 
a request end so forth. [Under the opinion put forward) it V, ould be necessary 
45 
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to put forth such expressions also , on the ground that m the absence of these 
also it is not possible to propound an Inference all on a sudden 

‘ Useless ' , — because the Probandum would become cognised even without 
it For instance, if the inference is stated simply as ‘ whatever is produced 
is non eternal, — and Sound is produced ’, the cognition comes about that 
‘ Sound is non-eternal even without the statement of the Proposition — 
(1431-1433) 


Question — “ How then can there be any distinction made regarding the 
' Sapaksa ’ (‘ That in which the Probandum is known to be present ’) and so 
forth ♦ ” 

[Tins is the question stated m the following) — 


TEXT (1434) 

“ HOW MIEN CAN THERE BE ANY DISTINCTION MADE REGARDING THE 

‘ Sapaksa ’ (‘ That wherein the Probandum is known to 

EXIST ’) AND SO FORTH, WHEN THE SUBJECT (MINOR TERM) 

is not actually stated * The ‘ three-featubes ’ 

ALSO CANNOT BE THERE , AS THAT TOO IS DEPEN- 
DENT UPON THAT IF THIS IS URGED [THEN 
the ANSWER IS AS GIVEN IN THE 
FOLLOWING Text ] 


COMMENTARY 

<• That is to say, ' Sapaksa ’ is the name given to that object wlucli is 
similar to the Minor Term, in the sense that what is sought to be proved 
(the Probandum) is present m it , and that where there is no such similnrity 
is called the ■ asapakta ’ (or « Vipakfa ’) If the Proportion were notated, 
then the ‘ three features ’ (of the Frobans), nhich is dependent upon that, 
is upon that which is the substratum of the ‘^’.-wo^ -t.be 
there, and the entire fabric (of Inference) would become shattered to pieces 

(1434) 

The answer to the above is as follows — 


TEXT (143S) 

IN THE MERE STATEMENT OF THE ” 

DISTINCTION MADE REGARDING THE Sapafya «■ 

It IS ONLY m A scientific treatise, that they arf 
»» ■**»» »» "» “*• 

POSE of (explaining) the usage 

—(1435) 

COMMENTARY 
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Fire, — and there is smoke at this place — he grasps the positive and negative 
concomitance between Smoke and Fire, and hence comes to recognise that 
* Fire is there ’, — without knowing anything about the ‘ So pa ken ’ and other 
details — Hence it follows that at the time of the actual proving, there need 
be no distinction as regards the 1 SapaLsa ’ and the rest. 

Question — “ Where then is this distinction made ’ ” 

Ansiter — In a Scientific Treatise. — (1435) 

Or, even at the time of the statement of the proof, if the said distinction 
were made, — there w ould be notlnng m it that would be incompatible with our 
lieu. This is what is explained m the following — 

TEXT (1436) 

Even when it is based upon the subject-matter in question, it 

IS NOT INCOMPATIBLE , THE DISPUTANT DOES NOT STATE THE 
PROOF EVEN FOR THE OTHER PARTY, ALL OF A 

SUDDEN — (1436) 

COMMENTARY 

Though the statement of the Proposition is not made at the time that 
one actually propounds the Premiss, yet if the said distinction is made m 
regard to the matter under dispute , — i e. the Subject — there is nothing incon- 
gruous in it — Nor can it be urged that “ at the time of the propounding of 
the Premiss (Reason, Probans), there is no matter under dispute ” , — because, 
even/or the other party, — i e for one who makes the statement of the Proposi- 
tion, — the disputant does not put forward his Premiss all of a sudden, — 
without reference to some subject under consideration — (1436) 

The question arises still — “ The object whose particular character one 
wishes to ascertain mav be the subject under consideration ; even so how can 
the said distinction be made in reference to that subject under consideration ’ ” 

The answer is provided m the following — 

TEXT (1437) 

The character of residing in the Minor Term (Subject) follows its pre- 
sence in the Subject whose character is meant to be 

ASCERTAINED , AND THE ‘ Sapalsa ’ IS THAT WHICH IS 
SIMILAR TO THAT SUBJECT , AND THE ‘ Yipal.Sa ’ 

IS THAT WHERE THE SAID CHARAC- 
TER IS ABSENT — (1437) 

COMMENTARY. 

Tins is oasilj understood —(1437) 

The Upanaya ', 1 Reaffirmation ’ (os one of the five Members of the 
Sj llogi-un) has been defined as ‘ that which, on the strength of the Corrobom- 
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tivo Instance, leasserts the Subject es being so, or as being not so ’ — {Nydya- 
silra 1 1 38) — 1 This Re-nffirmation is not the means of proving the conclu- 
sion, ns it onlv serves to make clear the sense o£ the Probans adduced, being, 
as it is, like a second affirmation of the Probans ’ — such is the authoritative 
statement of Dmnaga in regard to tins Be -affirmation — But Bhaviviila 
and others have at gued as follow s, in order to show that (without this Reaffirm- 
ation) the function of the Probans itself would remain unfulfilled — “ The fact 
of the Piobans subsisting in the thing where the Probandum is known to be 
present is not made clear by the statement of the Probans, which comes just 
after the statement of the Proposition , because the former only mentions the 
Reason — ‘ Sound is non-eternal, because it is a product ’ , — and whether this 
character of ‘ being a pioduct ’ subsists, or does not subsist, m Sound, this is 
learnt onlv from the Reaffirmation — Or the Reaffirmation may be regarded as 
serving the purposo of providing Re-presentment , a hen the Probans is stated 
at lb st, jf points out the presence of the Probnus — e g 1 being a product in a 
genorai, unqualified, form then the Corroborative Instance is cited, where 
it is shown that -the* said Probans is mvanoblv concomitant with the 
Probandum so that, when, after these, the Reaffirmation is stated, it brings 
about the Representment of the Probans with the qualification that it is 
invariably concomitant with the Probandum, — ‘ So is Sound a product ’ Thus 
inasmuch ns it indicates a particular feature, it is not a mere repetition 
The answer to this is as follows — 


TEXTS (1438-1439) 

If there is no statement of the Proposition, there can be no state- 
ment of THE Reason (Pbobans) , and consequently, there need 
be no STATEMENT of the Reaffirmation, fob the purpose of 
INTIMATING THE EXISTENCE (OF THE PBOBANS IN THE MlNOB 

Term, Subject) —Mere presence (of the Probans 
in the Subject) having been stated at first, 
and then, if its invariable concomitance 
(with the Probandum) is subsequently 

POINTED OUT,— BY THIS ALL THAT 
IS INTENDED BECOMES ACCOM- 
PLISHED , so that the Repre- 
senlmetnt would be en- 
tirely USELESS — 

(1438-1439) 


COMMENTARY 


* — 

'For the purpose of intimating t/ie existence the Probans, 

Subject, Minor Term ,_ The necessity of the statement of the 

What is meant is as io ^° ' bg manller shown above, -if the 

Proposition having been negatived 
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statement of the Reason is to come after that, then it cannot come m at all , 
and as a consequence of this, there should be no statement of the Re-affirma- 
tion, as this has to be preceded by the statement of the Reason — If the 
Reaffirmation is made for the purpose of showing that the Probans resides m 
the Subject, then some other purpose will have to be asserted as following 
from the Statement of the Reason 

It nught be urged that — “ The purpose served by it is the intimating of 
tho fact of its being the Reason ” 

That hoives er cannot be accepted , because what would be the use of 
this intimation of that fact, when the proving of the Brobandum is actually 
accomplished in another way — as explained previously ? Consequently, 
barring the intimation of the fact of the Probans subsisting m the Subject, 
no other purpose can be pointed out, for the Statement of the Reason Thus 
then this fact of the Probans subsisting m the Subject having been alreadv 
indicated by the Statement of the Reason,- — -if the Reaffirmation, is again 
made for that same purpose, it is clearly proved that it is a needless repetition ; 
lion too could the Probans be ‘ inadmissible ’ without such Reaffirmation ’ 

As for the Represeniment, that also is useless ; because the mere fact of 
the Prolians subsisting m the Subject having been previously asserted by the 
Statement of the Reason,-— and the invariable concomitance of the Probans 
with the Probandum also having been already asserted,— what is wanted 
would be already accomplished , so that the affirmation of the same thing 
over again would clearly bear the imprint of a needless repetition Where 
then would there be ‘inadmissibility • of our Reason in this case also 
(1438-1439) 


‘ Nigamana ', ‘ Final Conclusion ’ (the fifth member of the five-membered 
syllogism) lias been defined as ’ the Re-statement of the Proposition on the 
asis of the statement of the Probans ' { Nyayasutra 1 1. 39) What is meant 
m w icn it is re-asserted that “ Therefore Sound is non-etemal — the 
or t lerefore implies the potency of the Probans as shown m the Corro- 
l °n* iT 6 nstanee ’ and * bei1 011 the basis thereof, there is reassertion of wliat 
™ m * be Proposition , — this re-assertion is called the ‘ Final 

j ”? IOn 1 'S«mana ’, the exact connotation of the term ‘ nigamana ’ 
Cnrrni '-i * ^ S Pro f 5oSi,Itm > die Premiss {statement of the Probans), the 
! \ 0 nC * nnrc a,, d the. Reaffirmation are connected, strung together, 
owning the same purpose (KySya-bliasya) 

n a matter °‘ however, when (as shown before) the statement of 
Final r V’ os ' , ' on 1,so,f K not there, how can there be any statement of the 
the K n '"h*'* is onlj a reiteration of the Proposition ’ Hence 

elusion n onelusion cannot form part of the Reasoning to jiroie tho con- 

thnt • ° *, llS sub J <?et > the Revered Dinnoga lias made the declaration 

means „ aSmudl ns the Fmal Conclusion is a more repetition, it cannot be the 
the n bm o ^ e -< mf? . an -' , " tlun P ’ Against this Uddyotakara and others, under 
the Prone- " ™' nr 8 ued — “ There is no repetition here, because 

non stata-' (l0n * he Probandum as <° prared. while the Final Conclu. 
nraimn i ** nS Frot ' e< ^ 5 and without the Final Conclusion there can be no 
enu-e until that is stated, the suspicion regarding the truth of 
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the other Factors of the Reasoning does not entirely cease as to whether or 
not Sound is really non-eternal (for instance) , hence for the removal of 
this suspicion, the Final Conclusion has to be stated separately ” 

The answer to this is as follows — 


TEXT (1440) 

-As A MATTER OE FACT, THE PROVING IS ACCOMPLISHED BY THE FORCE 
.OP THE STATEMENT OF THE THREE-FEATURED PROBANS , CON- 
SEQUENTLY, THERE CAN EE NO SUSPICION REGARDING THE 
CONTRARY CONCLUSION , HENCE THE STATE- 
- MENT OF THE FINAL CONCLUSION 

IS USELESS. — (1440) 


COMMENTARY 

When it has been definitely ascertained that in Sound there is present 
the character of ‘ being a product % which has been shown to be invariably 
concomitant with ‘ non-eternality ’,-how can there be any suspicion of its 
contrary ‘ Etemahty ’ » When the fact of a certain substance being sur- 
rounded bv flaming fire has been duty ascertained, no sane man can ever 
suspect the presence of coolness in that substance [Even if there were any 
such suspicion] it could not be set aside merely by the statement of the 
Final Conclusion, without any reasons —(1440) 


by r — » 

these .ee.tM, » * *'* F "*' a"' 1 ""” 

The answer to this is as follows 


TEXT (1441) 

n-KTV BY CONNECTED ASSERTIONS THAT AN 
AS A MATTER OF FACT IT ^ OF BRINGING 

IDEA is EXPRESSED , HENCE FOR TH* 

ABOUT THIS CONNECTION, IT IS NOT NECESSARY 
STATE THE FINAL CONCLUSION SEPARATELY 

—(1441) 

COMMENTARY 

wh» «. - - * 

the relation of sameness or y . . _ the Subject and its invariable concottu 
then the statement of its presen e l er brmg abo ut, by implication, 

the w U-. » “ Sa .1 - — «*" “ “ 

statements are isolated, yet tney ar 
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the desired end Consequently it is not necessary to state the Final Conelu 
sion for the purpose of bringing about the said connection — (144 1) 


TEXT (1442) 

Some people hold that Inference is of two kinds as follows — 
(A) That based upon perceived paiticulars and (B) that based 
upon generalised relationship — (1442) 

COMMENTARY 

‘ Some people ’ — Rumania and others 

They describe Inference as of tvo kinds — (1) that based upon percened 
particulars, and (2) that based upon generalised relationship. — (1442) 

Question — Which is the Inference based upon the Percen ed Particulars * 
Answer — [Given by Rumania ] — 


TEXTS (1443-1445) 

(A) “ That based upon the relationship of pa caved Particulars is as 
follows — It so happens that, in the case of two particul \r 

THINGS, — SUCH AS THE FtrC PRODUCED BY BURNING DRIED COW- 
DUNG AND THE Smoke PROCEEDING FROM THAT FlBE, — THE OBSERVER 
HAS THE COGNTTION OF THE THINGS, — AND THEN SUBSEQUENTLY, 
ON GOING TO ANOTHER PLACE, THE OBSERVER HAPPENS AGAIN AND 
AGAIN TO RECOGNISE IN OTHER PLACES THE PRESENCE OF THE SAME 

Fire through the indication of the same Smoke seen before , 

AND DUE VALIDITY ATTACHES TO SUCH COGNITION (BY REASON OF 
ITS BEING BASED UPON THE PREVIOUS PERCEPTIONAL COGNITION), 
AND IT BECOMES RECOGNISED AS A JlEANS OF COGNITION DISTINCT 

from Perception , because it brings about the cognition of 
a thing (Fire) the existence of which had been in doubt It js 
this that has been described by Ytndht/aiasm as Inffrence 
based upon the pcrcened relationship of Particulars” — \SMoln- 
vdrtika — Inference, 141-143] -(1443-1445) 

COMMENTARY 

M hat ii meant n as follow I — First of nil, the man has notieed through 
w erne -perception in a certain place n particular Fire and a particular Smoko, — 
at a Inter time, he goes to another plnce and ngnm and agnm ieci the inmo 
'particular Smoko, and then infers the came particular Fire this n Ju/rrrnrc 
> c upon the perception (of the relationship) of Particulars , it ii «o cnllcd 
can=e it has for id objective the previous! v-percei\ed Particular Thu 
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cannot be regarded as invalid on the ground of apprehending what has been 
already apprehended , because there is an additional factor present here, in 
the shape of the removal of the doubt as to whether or not the Fire is still 
there. — This is the sum total of what Kumarila means 
We now proceed to explain the words in detail — 

‘ That based upon the relationship of perceived Particulars' — Question— 

‘ What relationship ’ 5 — The answer is as fo'lowe — Shabarasvamn has 
stated the definition of Inference as follows — ‘ When the perception of one 
factor of a well-recognised relationship leads to the cognition of the other 
factor of that relationship, — which latter is not. m contact with the man's 
sense-organs — this second cognition is what is called Inference (Inferential 
Cognition) This Inferential Cognation is of two hinds (3) that based 
upon directly perceived relationship, and (2) that based upon a generalised 
relationship As an example of the former, we have the inferential cognition 
of Fire following from the cognition of Smoke (which is based upon the relation, 
of invariable concomitance between a particular Smoke and a particular 
Fire perceived m the kitchen) , and as an example of the second kind of 
Inference, we have the case where, finding that the Sun changes its position, 
we infer that it moves,— on the ground of our experience that m tho case of 
Devadatta it is only by moving that he changes his position (v illicit 
experience has led to the generalised relationship between moving and change 
of position m general) ’ {Shobara-Bhasya, on I 1 6, Translation, page 15) 

In connection with this, Rumania, with a view to explaining the nature 
of the Inference based upon the perceived relationship >of Pan icatorsj tas^ d 

the words ‘ Pratyaksadrslasambandham, etc [Text 14 ) 

construed as ‘ The Inference based upon the relationship of perceived rarU ^ a ™ 
!!"xpL ns follows’, -The words ' they explain' having gone before 

in the preceding text (in the Shlakavartda ) ■ 

In connection with the two particular thmgs-Five and S^l^tlm oh 
server has formed the idea of the new factor: m t]whmnme 
idea being that ' these two things e an m ^ ^ jdea „j t ho particular 

of dry cowdung ’ .‘^U ^thTidea. being that ' these two things. Fire 

spot m the shape of the HiU, th * d . gmay Sndlma ’ means 

and Smoke, exist on the Hi l ^ compoim d ‘ 

' tliat of wlueh dry cowdung > compounds quohfv 

means ‘ ^ of which that iwt^-^tTnd Smoke, , -the •«.’ 
the ‘inches*’ the two particular ? o{ the woods 0 f the various 

Stands for other particular fuels in th .——and also other Fires, -there 

trees, Sam, Sarala, SaUaU and tow, w bemg construed by 

arises the cognition, m regard to Vm*. ioa become s apprehended 

j ’ the words , ^ U0bP ^ 10 rLTthe° indicative in the shape 


* splitting up ’ 


by the observer, -that same at another time, cognises 

of the same Smoke as seen in anoth ® r J ^m.-this cogmt.on thus 

tco^ 0 oi ,r ^d.^ from thl prSuT mgnr 
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turn o? that thing whose presenci was in doubt — as to whether it is there or 
not ’ — This Inference based upon the relationship of perceived Particulars, as 
described above, has been spoken of bv Vmdhyaiasm as 4 Tisheeatodrnta ’. 
‘Inference m relation to Particulars ’ — (1143-1445) 


The other kind of Inference, the Samanyatodrsta. that based upon 
generalised Relationship, is next described — 


TEXT (1446) 

Though the Inference based upon generalised Relationship 
could be exemplified on the basis of another Fire AND 
another Smoke, — yet the Inference cited is that 
of the ' Sun moving as this is based 
absolutely upon generalised Rela- 
tionship ” [Shlola-vd —In- 
ference, 145]— (1446) 


COMMENTARY 

The author of the Bhagya (Shabara) has cited the Inference of the 
tooi nng of the Sun from its change of position as an example of Inference 
based upon generalised Relationship In regard to this, the foil cm mg objection 
might be raised — ‘ In reference to another Fire and another Smoke (other 
than those actually perceived), there can be Inference on the bas >8 of common 
Character, and this Inference of Fire and Smoke would be based upon 
generalised Relationship , while these Smoke and Fire were present in Ins 
mmd already, why did he give this up and cite the case of the Sun moung 
ns an example of Inference based upon generalised Relationship ? ’ 

Anticipating this, Rumania offers the explanation—* Though the Inference, 
C e etc . That is to say. when the Inference based upon Generalised 
Belationship could be cited, on the basis of other Smoke and Fire as corrobora- 
tive Instances, -the author of the Bhagya has cited the case of the Sim, 
consi erotion of the fact that the moving of the Sun is imperceptible at all 
irnes, and hence for cognising it. the only means available is the Inference 
p* l 'j >on generalised Relationship, and not that based upon Perceived 
h ™f he ' v,<illed to c ‘to a case like that of the Sun which was 
nnrf l,„ J J Una 0J etDy 0n0 of rnfcr0,icc> ba '=d on Generalised Relationship , 

need nee' i^ the ° aSe of Smole ard F > n «s m this case the Inference 
always be one based upon Generalised Relationship —(1440) 


objection to the nbo\ e-mcntioncd 
follows — 


classification of Inference 


is ns 



714 


TATTY ASA'S GRAHA CHAPTER XVIII 


TEXTS (1447-1448) 


INASMUCH AS IT HAS BEEN PROVED THAT ‘ PERPETUAL FLUX ’ IS ALL- 
EMBRACING, THEBE CAN BE NO INFERENCE OF WHAT HAS GONE 
BEFORE, — BY ITSELF — IF IT BE ARGUED THAT “ THE SAME- 
NESS IS ASSUMED ON THE BASIS OF THE SAMENESS OF 

the Chain ” — then (the answer is that) 

NO SUCH SAMENESS CAN HAVE ANY BEAL 
EXISTENCE , AND WHAT IS MERELY 
ASSUMED CANNOT BE AN ENTITY — 

(1447-1448) 


rest 


COMMENTARY 

‘ All embracing i e embracing all such things as Fire, Smoke and the 

It might be argued that—" Even though the individual things are 
momentary, there would be sameness (unity) ol the chan or senes ” 

The answer to that is — ‘ A r o such sameness, etc ' — That is, this sameness 
would be something assumed not real , so that in reahly, there would be no 
continuity ol existence for anything, under the circumstances it cannot 
be right to say ‘ by the observer remaining at that place or ‘ by that same 
means’ and so forth —What too is merely assumed cannot be an entity or 
thing , hence there would be no sense in the words • because it w a common 
af a thing whose existence was doubted’ (as used m Text 1445, by Kumar, la) 
(1447-1448) 

The following might be urged-" When the Inference was do.scnbed cs 
based upon Perceived Particulars, it was on the basis of the assumed, no , 
sameness.” 

The answer to that is as follows — 


TEXT (1449) 

COGNITION toot* Of objects IS NOT ad™b by you anb » «“ 
Inference had an assumed object, !! 
clearly BE tooid of an object -(1449) 

COMMENTARY. 

, i. -—.I Though the Individual is fleeting 
The following might be urg fleeting and on this basis, 

^ ^Thfanswer to this is as follows — 
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TEXTS (1450-1455) 

If what is meant is that — “ even on the destruction of the 
Individual, the Universal persists then, that cannot be 

BECAUSE EVEN IF THE UNIVERSAL EXISTED, THAT ALSO WOULD 
CERTAINLY BE COVERED BY THE ‘ PERPETUAL FLUX ’ — FURTHER, 
ON WHAT GROUNDS HAVE YOU ASSERTED THE RESTRICTION THAT 

“these same two Particulars whose relationship has been 
cognised by Sense-perception, etc etc ” (Text 1443) ? — Then 

AGAIN, HAVING ONCE COGNISED A THING BY MEANS OF INFERENCE, 
IF THE SAME THING IS COGNISED AGAIN BY MEANS OF INFERENCE, — 
WHY IS NOT THIS LATTER REGARDED AS VALID * WHAT IS THE 
PECULIARITY IN THE PREVIOUS ONE (WHEREBY IT IS REGARDED AS 
VALID, AND NOT THE LATER ONE) ! — If IT BE URGED THAT — “ THE 
LATER ONE IS NOT REGARDED AS Valid BECAUSE LIKE REMEMBRANCE, 
IT APPREHENDS WHAT HAS BEEN ALREADY APPREHENDED — THEN 
WHY IS NOT THE PREVIOUS INFERENCE ALSO REGARDED AS THE 
SAME * If IT BE ARGUED THAT — “ IN THE FORMER INFERENCE 
THERE IS THIS ADDITIONAL PECULIARITY THAT IT SETS ASIDE THE 
DOUBT THAT HAS SET IN DURING THE INTERVAL,” — WHY IS NOT THE 
SAME IN THE LATTER ALSO * HENCE IT IS THIS LATTER ITSELF THAT 
SETS ASIDE THE DOUBT AS TO SOMETHING BEING present Or not 

present . and hence the Generalised Perception is really what 
is independent.— (1450-1455) 


COMMENTARY. 

t ’ — "The Universal 

ThT H jf ' ° grantm S that such a thing as the Universal exists 

liow then ier r * Bards **6 Individual and the Universal as identical ; 

destroyed ? Tf ^ F mv8r3al °™tinue to exist when the Individual is 

regarded as dist * r ’ thSn ’ having dlfferent fates, they would have to be 
regarded as distinct from one another 

the Umvers”' B ' S ° “ T'* bV Way ° f ^ anUd < as m ^ality, 
■exists’—, B . ? been oncs for b,! rejected, how could it exist i—‘ If it 

' perpetual ’T^ "° u!d be m ‘perpetual flux’ ; as the 

Furthe j, has been proved to be all-embracing 

and Inter on ** bas been onoB c °gmsed by means of an Inference, — 

from the some Infe'lT't * }< l s j Fire ^ 13 c °g™sed by another Inference drawn 
latter Inference l Ind, ? t,ve Prob ans), {Smoke),-why has not th.s 
when the qualified, oted “ one based u P° n Perceived Particulars,— 
desirable » ° avm ® been * c °guised by Perception ’ is considered 



716 


TATTVASANGRAHA. CHAPTER XYHI 


It might be argued that — “ It has not been so regarded as it apprehends 
what has been already apprehended ” 

That cannot be nght, as the same applies also to u hat is based on 
Perceived Particulars 

“ In the case of that based upon Perceived Particulars, there is tins 
additional peculiarity that it has set at rest the doubt that has appeared 
during tho interval ” 

That cannot be right , as this same peculiarity is also present m shat is 
based upon tho Inferred Particulars 

Thus from all tins it follows that when all things are in a 'perpetual 
flux the only Inference possible is that based upon generalised Relationship, 
not any based upon Perceived Particulars — (1450-1455) 


TEXT <1456). 


Some short-sighted people have asserted that “Inference is 
NOT A MEANS OF EIGHT COGNITION ”, THOUGH, BY THESE VERY 
WORDS, THEY OFFER UP THEIR OWN ‘ DESIRE TO SPEAK (INTEN- 
TION, IDEA in the mind, as something to be inferred 
from THOSE words) — (1456) 


COMMENTARY 


' Some people ’ the followers of is not a 

■ fhrough these same words , 1 e V 
moans of Bight Cognition mvolves self-contradiction 

This shows that the assertion t0 ano ther person, it is on 

For instance, when a man ma oreS ent in one’s mind is under- 

go basis of the understanding that ^ of that idea ’ , » that 
stood from the words he Statement, -by this statement 

when the people denying a Means of Bight Cognition 

itself they admit * , teteln6 „t that < Inference is not a Means 
and yet this same he domes J* se , {.contradiction 

of Bight Cognition ;-awd thi ]S!nc d later on (W5B) 

This obiectoon is going to be further exp 


The Ch&rvakas urge the following arguments 
Means of Bight Cognition) - 


(against Inference, 
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TEXTS (1457-1459) 

“ Inference for one’s own sake cannot be bight, — because it is bhought 

ABOUT BY THE THREE -FEATURED INDICATIVE, WHICH IS SUBVERSIVE 
OF WHAT IS DESIRABLE, — LIKE WRONG COGNITION — NOR CAN THE 
PRESENCE OF THE ‘ THREE FEATURES ’ IN THE INDICATIVE BE 
REGARDED AS THE MEANS OF INFERENCE , AS THEY ARE PRESENT 
ALSO WHERE THERE IS NO INFERENCE, — JUST LIKE THE ‘ TWO FEA- 
TURES ’ — Further, the contradiction of Inference is possible 
in every Reasoning so also there is possibility in every case 
of the inferring op mutually contradictory conclusions , 

AND THERE IS POSSIBILITY OF FINDING A REASON WHICH IS CON- 
COMITANT (NOT-SEPARABLE) WITH THE CONTRARY OF THE DESIRED 
CONCLUSION (DEDUCED FROM AN INFERENCE) ” — (1457-1459) 

COMMENTARY 

Inference for one's own sake cannot be right, — became it is brought 
about by the three-featured Indicative, — like the Wrong Cognition [Here 
is a Wrong Cognition based upon a three-featured Indicative) — ‘The eye 
and other organs are for the purpose of other persons, because they are 
composite tlungs , like the Couch, the Seat and such tilings ’ , this is n wrong 
cognition, being subversive of a desirable idea, but brought about by n 
three-featured Indicative; and like this the Inference in question also is 
brought about by a three-featured Indicative and hence it must be wrong 
Nor can l/ic presence of the Three Features in the Indicative be the means 
of Inference, because, like the Two Features, they are present also where 
there is no Inference 

Further, in every reasoning, contradiction of Inference would be possible, 
for example, it would alwnjs be possible to put forward the Inference that 
"The intended Probandum cannot reside in the Subject (Minor Term), 
because it is a part of the aggregate of all these se\ eral factors, like the form 
of the Minor Term itself * , — and this would put an end to all Inferences 

Then again, in all cases, when an Inference has been put forward, there 
is always a possibility of several undesirable contingencies being put forw nrd , 
for instance, when the Inference lias been put forward that ‘ Sound is 11011- 
etemal, because it is a product, like the Jar’, — some one might set up the 
argument to the contrary, that * just ns the reason asserted proves the non- 
tternahty of Sound, so does it al«o prove the fact of its not being the qualitv 
of Alashti and so forth 

Lastly, m every case, it is possible to find a Reason that is concomitant 
with the contrary of the desired Conclusion , for instance, the inference having 
been put forward, that ‘Sound is non-etomni, because it is a product, like 
the Jar', some one mav put forward the following rensonmg which is con- 
comitant with (and proves) the contrary of this conclusion — ‘Pound is 
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eternal, because it is perceptible by the Knr. like tin- umu-Mit .S,- „ f 
Several such examples mm be found in the Taltmtilii — ( 1 4 '. 7 - ] |;, 0 ) 


Bhaitrliari argues (ngnmst Inference) ns follows — 


TEXTS (1-1 00-1402) 

"Condition, Place and Time being MiFEitrsT jv nn, utn to 
DIFFERENT POTENCIES, THE COGNITION OF TlIIM.S HV Ml \NS o( 
Inference is not attainable — Even j .v Tin cam m » thim, 

WHOSE POTENCl” IS WELL-KNOWN, THAT I’OTrst 1 III fowls 
RESTRICTED IN REGARD TO TA RTIC! 1, 1 rt ITU (TIM UTIOSs, III 
BECOMING RELATED TO PARTICULAR THINGS — Kl I V Will S I (’I In US 
CONCLUSION HAS BEEN DEDUCED WITH GUrAT C\HP, HtOW 1% 

Inference,— it .wav be provfd to nr onu rwisi in orm r von 

INTELLIGENT AND CLEVER PERSONS WEI.L-MRSI 1) IS TIIF ART 01 

reasoning” — ( VeiL/apadtya, p 10]— (1400-1-102) 


COMMENTARY. 

The potOncv of things vanes with their Condition, 'line awl *’•«" • 
hence no definite conclusion can fie got at rrgnnlmg than In mean, of 
Inference , for instance, it is not possible to Ik- commit >1 l'»>' ‘IVuvUltn 
is unable to bear the burden, became lie is Dewidnttn, lik<- Om mint in m •!'* 
State of childhood’, here there is a possitohtx nf th- man - pnt> n< v 
having changed, hence the reasoning liemme- *iml«xi tve - nmlnrlv, 
difference in the place makes a thfferenre m the teste. . trenglh mid n P n.m 
of the Anmlaki, the KharjUra and oth-r fruits , h<n<e it «"nwt \> nr,n > 
that—* all Amnlalx fruits are astringent, like the AwnlnU 1 am tn *W ■ ' 

— SimilnrK difference of lime lends to variations in the ten re i nn <• ' > 
properties of the water of the well and b nee it umnnt b> right tn W 
* nil water is cool '» and *»o on 4 .*•#., • 

■ Awsthmshalahlwm ’ tl» Gonitiw* *** 

r;„. I....... 

like the grass . „ rtnm f,„ (, mint In r man, « ■ ** 
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Another writer argm » »' folUn ' H 
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TEXTS (1463-1467) 

“ Inference for the benefit of anothei cannot be a means of right cogni- 
tion, BECAUSE IT IS ONI.Y A REITERATION SO FAR AS THE SPEAKER 
HIMSELF IS CONCERNED , AS THE MAN PUTTING FORWARD THE 

Inference does not himself derive his knowledge of the 
thing from that Inference — For the other person, to whom 
the Inference is addressed, the cognition so derived comes 
to be for his mvn sake , because what difference is there 

BETWEEN THE COGNITION DERIVED THROUGH THE Ear AND THAT 
OBTAINED THROUGH THE EYES 2 — So FAR AS THE OTHER PERSON IS 
CONCERNED, THE STATEMENT (OF THE INFERENCE) CANNOT BE 

regarded as Inference for the sale of another because it falls 

WITHIN THE CHAIN OF COGNITIONS PRODUCED BY THE EaR, AND 
BECAUSE IT IS A MEANS OF COGNITION — LIKE THE SENSE-ORGAN — 
NOR IS THERE ANY DIRECT INDICATION OF THE OBJECT INFERRED , 
HENCE, LIKE THE IDEA OF THE RELATION OF INVARIABLE CONCOMIT- 
ANCE, IT CANNOT BE A MEANS OF RIGHT COGNITION — If IT BE 
EXPLAINED THAT — “ IT IS CALLED for the sake of anothei , BECAUSE 

IT LEADS TO THE ACTIVITY OF THE OTHER PERSON ’ , THAT ALSO 

CANNOT be right , because (in this way), the Inference for one's 
own benefit also might be regarded as * for the.sake of another ’ 

[as THAT ALSO MIGHT LEAD TO THE ACTIVITY OF OTHER PERSONS].” — 

(1463-1467) 

COMMENTARY 

Infeienee for the sale of others cannot be a mean* of right cognition, 
because it is onlj a reiteration, so far ns the speaker himself is concerned 
As regards the other person to whom the Inference is addressed, — for 
him. the cognition so derived turns out to be /or Ins own benefit , what difference 
is there between the cognition of n thing denied through the Ear and that 
dern ed through the E\ cs '' Just ns, when one's Visual Organ is operatn e, the 
resultant cognition is not spoken of as being ‘for the benefit of others \ — 
so also it cannot be spoken of ns such if the cognition is denved tlirough 
the operation of the Auditors Organ — The term ‘ darshana ’ stands for the 
I isuat Organ, — the term being domed ns ‘ drshyate anena ‘that wlierebi 
a thing is seen ‘ — ‘ Sami tt ■ — stands for cognition 

SmulnrU so far ns the other person is concerned to whom the Inference 
is addressed, the statement of the Inference cannot be «nid to lie }or the 
sate of others — because it falls within the chain of cognitions produced bj 
the Ear, — or because it is n means of cognition. — like the Sense orgnn — Tin 
compound ‘ ^/irotrsnntflnadi ' contains the statement of two reasons, and 
‘ vot/ia (urfnitasvn * cites the corroborntixe Instnncr 

There is another argument ol«o • — So far ns tli" other person is con- 
cerned, the statement of the Inference in question cannot 1* said to !-■ 
for the sake of another 1 , — because it does not dircctlc indicate tin objttt 
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inferred, — like the cognition of the relation of Invariable concomitance — 
' Tasmat ’ — i e because it does not directly., indicate the object mfened. 
What is meant is that because it is not dnectly indicative of the inferred 
object, therefore the statement cannot be regarded as a moans of Eight 
Cognition, — it being like the Cognition of the relation of Invariable Concomit- 
ance, — i e the ‘ Invariable Concomitance ’ between the Probans and the 
Probandum , and the cognition of an Indicative winch is so related to the 
Probandum (is not by itself the Means of Eight Cognition) 

If it be explained that “ it is said to be for the benefit of another , — because 
it leads to the activity of the other person ”, — even so it cannot bo nglit , 
because m that sense the Inference for one's oum .benefit may also be for the 
benefit of others , because ‘ another ’ is a relative term , just like the term 
‘ other side — (1463-1467) 

The above arguments are answered m the following — 


TEXT (1468) 

When the Inference is spoken of as 1 brought about by the Three- 
featured Indicative what is meant to be indicated is that 
it is compatible (with the real state of things) , 
and this same (compatibility) is what charac- 
terises the Valid Cognition, why 
then is it denied I— (1468) 


COMMENTARY 

First of all, the author points out the 1 contradictor}' ’ character of the 
Probans m the first argument propounded m ^1467-vt* ‘ Because it is 

brought about by the three-featured Indicative — What is meant is that 
U IS compatible, etc etc ’ ,-that is, what is meant to bo indicated s that 
!tis compatible , the sense being that, because the cognition that proceeds from 
the Three-featured Indicative is indirectly appurtenant to the thing concern- 
cd lt 18 m t incompatible, just like Senso-perception, as has been assorted m 
’ , ,, statement— 1 Inasmuch as the Probans and the Probandum 

To mtoeotfy appurtenant to the Thing, and are entirely free from any 

•<»* 

2TS5- ». .. « 3T ££ 

palibihty ; and tlus s * m0 00 d indicative " hy then is the validity of the 

proceedmg irom the Three-featured Indicative sought to be domed, 

cognition brought about by the Three tea featmcd In dieaf.ve t 
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Uve, there is absence of incompatibility ,— and where then- is absence of incom- 
patibility , there is validity , and validity and invalidity aie mutually exclusive, 

the incompatibility consisting m the fact that w here the one is present 

the other cannot be present and where the one is absent, the other is present , 
so that by implication the Probaiis put forward by the Opponent is ‘ Con- 
tradictory ’ — (1468) 

The followng Texts proceed to show that the Corroborative Instance 
(cited by the Opponent m 1457, that of ‘ Wrong Cognition ’) is ‘ devoid of the 
Probandum ' — 

TEXTS (1469-1471) 

When the ‘ Wrong Cognition as * subversive of what is desirable 

IS SPOKEN OF AS BEING ‘ SIMILAR THE * SIMILARITY ’ MEANT MUST 
BE ONLY THAT OF THE VIEW OF THE FIRST PARTY, — AND NOT real 
SIMILARITY , BECAUSE AS REGARDS THE REAL STATE OF THINGS, 

the Cognition in question has been definitely found to be 
not incompatible , in fact, it is in view of this fact that it is a 

VALID ARGUMENT AGAINST WHAT IS ‘ DESIRED ’ BY THE DISPUTANT — 

Thus the Reason adduced is found to be ‘ Contradictory ’ , — 
, and the Corroborative Instance also is found to be devoid 
of the Probandum —In the same way, in the second argument, 
the Probans is ‘ Inadmissible ’ -(1469-1471) 

COMMENTARY 

As proving the contrary of what is desired bv tlio disputant, the cogni- 
tion in question must bo valid , othervv iso, if it \\ ere meant that nil cognitions 
are invalid and at all times,— in regard to another Probandum,— then, such 
invalidity might affect Sense-perception also In fact, it litis been spoken of 
as ‘wrong Cognition ’, only in reference to the view of tlio First Party-- — 
Tile term ' purvapal$a’ here stands for the 'paisa', vtco—ol tho 'puna', 
the First Party One who holds tho view that the Evo and the rest apper- 
tain only to an object wlucli is essentially incapable of am additional features 
imposed upon it, — it is onlv in reference to tho view of such a pnrtj that 
the Cognition could be spoken of as ‘wrong 1 , becmi-c (under that view) 
the Eve, etc havo been proved to he the Cause of iiianv fleeting cognitions 
* Contradictory ’ , because the character of ‘ boing brought about by (lie 
Three featured Indicative’ is never present in anv mvnlid Cognition . — 
and when the cognition so brought about is valid, then the «aid diameter 
is present m that sumo Cognition which is ‘subversive of what is desired ’ 
(bv tho Disputant) 

Savs tlio Opponent —“When on argument to the contrary is urgrd 
against the Materialist, then the Corroborative Instance cannot lie one that 
is admitted (bv both parties) The opjioncnt dots not ntbiut the vahdiU of 
the Cognition of what is subversive of w hat is desired , and what is not admit- 
ted bv either of the two parties cannot servo as a Corroborative Instance 

46 
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««* parties-that ulom , 

T ie answer to th IS ,a as follows -ThoJh a* 
actually admitted the validity of the com, , ®" pnrt - v )l,ls "of 

«W of mcompatMny has to £ aeoTlT ' “ VT* ^ 

and those who accept that have tacitlv P T f Wt oaMlot ht ’ denied , 
« real state of CJ u aIso » 111 * «« 

that we have urged is in regard to the «»; ° ! “ e ^ U8ntiy > til0 * contradiction ' 
theory of the otfer^y 6 ^ ^ “ otln Wto the 

ground of being indicative of a eontraduf 

i8 C vaS~eT Sen .f ‘ 13011 7 U ' d b6 “ t! “ net we«*^£ 

featured Tnrfu! en3e ' psro9 P tlon '~ the oogmtion brought about by the three 
wmddt,R 7 !? C<, ' npat,4fe - f isnce * «>«st he valid]' .-tins 
if 7 a ’ 0n “ th6 mtUre of the «>mg itself The Reason here 

SubilT 8rd ,™ b V Inadm,ESlbl9 ’• for * l£ “ »<>* admitted, then the 

Subject would become featureless and there could be no Reason at all (mdica- 

, “ lahdl( y) Kor can It be ‘ Inconclusive ’ (Doubtful),— as that u ould 
make Sense-perception also invalid 

‘ Asadhyata i e_ the Instance would be devoid of the Probnndum 
‘ In the second argument ’ i e m the argument “ nor can the presence 
of three features, etc etc ’ (urged under Text 1458) 

The Probans is inadmissible ’ , — because it is not present anvwhore 
where the (valid) Inference is absent , 

In the same way " — 1 e by the reasoning based upon the presence of 
Three-features, etc etc — (1469-1471) 


The following Text provides the answei to the argument urged (under 
1459) — ^ 

TEXTS (1472-1474) 

Exponents op the True Reasoning have all declared that that 
Reason alone is capable op proving the conclusion whose 

RELATIONSHIP (WITH THE PhOBANDUM) IS KNOWN WITH CERTAINTY, 
— SUCH RELATIONSHIP BEING EITHER IN THE NATURE OP sameness 

of essence or op being an effect and against such a Probans, 

THERE CAN BE NO SUCH DEFECT AS THAT OP 1 BEING CONTRARY TO 

Inference ' and so forth Because no such Inference could 
be possible except throuqh essential sameness or being the cause 
Mutually contradictory properties cannot belong to the 
sake thing Consequently there can be no possibility or any 
Probans which might be concomitant with the contrary op 
THE desired "conclusion -(1472-1474) 


COMMENTARY. 

1 Against such a Probans i.e. m a Probatis that is rolatod through 
essential sameness and through being an effect 
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■ Except through essentia? sameness, or being the cause ’ , — 1 e except 
through being the same or being the Cause, — there can be no Probans 
(Inferential Indicative) , if there were, it would be featureless and not n 
Probans at all 

It has been argued that — “ What is meant to be the Probnndum is not 
present m the Subject (Minor Term) ” 

The answer to that is that, if the Probandtim is not present in the 
Minor Term, then the aggregate (of the ‘Three features’) as a whole is not 
present in the Probans , hence on account of the absence of a part of the 
aggregate, such a Probans would be clearly 1 inadmissible ’ 

It has been argued that — “ in the case of all Inferences, there is possibihti 
of particular Inferences to the contrary ” 

Tins is not right Because that alone is called 1 Contradictory ’ wlncli is 
found to prove the contrary of the desired Probandum , and no particular 
case is meant to be the Probandum (m the argument under dispute, which is 
fn reference to the definition of Inference) As a matter of fact, m the cose 
of an Inference based on the nature of things, there is no possibility of there 
being any (valid) Probans proving the contrary , because m the same tiling 
two mutually contradictory properties cannot coexist — (1472-1474) 

It lias been argued (under 1470) that — “on account of the dnersitv 
of Condition , Place and Time, etc etc ” 

The answer to that is as follows — 

TEXTS (1475-1477) 

As A MATTER OF FACT, INFERENCE PROCEEDS ONLY ON THE BASIS OF THINGS 

■whose ‘ Indicative character ’ has been properly ascertained 

BY REPEATED EXPERIENCE , ALL ELSE IS REGARDED AS ‘ NOT IN- 
FERENCE ’ SO THAT EVEN THOUGH THE POTENCIES OF THINGS VARY 
ACCORDING TO THE VARIATIONS OF CONDITION, TIME AND PLACE, 
YET THE COGNITION OF THINGS BY MEANS OF INFERENCE IS 710 1 

unattainable — And when a certain conclusion has been deduced, 

MYTH GREAT CARE FROM AN INFERENCE, — IT CANNOT BE PROVED TO 
BE OTHERWISE, EVEN BY CLEVERER PEBSONS — (1475-1477) 

COMMENTARY 

It is onlv the well-ascertained Probans that is held to be truly mdicntu o, 
not one that is doubtful , o g, alien the presence of Smole is only suspected, 
m regard to Vapour, it does not lead to a certain Cognition of the presence 
of Tire 

Qucdwn — “Hon docs the cortanitt of the Probnns come about ’ ” 
Ansucr By repeated experience — ns is found m persons uell-scrsed in 
< ie science of gems,— in regard to gems That is to snv, persons n Ik, are 
conversant with the nature of the things concerned, do discern the real 
from t apaitr and when thev proceed to act after disci mment, they 
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do actually find Fire — Thus then, inasmuch ns the veil discerned Proliant i- 
never found to fail, — the cognition of things is not unnttnmnble tlirough sucli 
Probans, — even though the things s ary with \nnntions of Condition, Time 
and Time — And when a tiling has been w oil-ascertained bj menus of w cll-tln 
cemed Probans, — it can never be mode otherwise , e g when the presence of 
Fire has been well-ascertained by means of the presence of Smoke, the Tire 
cannot be proved to be otherwise (le absent), ns one and flic some tiling 
cannot have two contradictor}' characters 

It has been argued (in commentary on 1400, etc ) that — “Dei mint la is 
not capable of bearing a burden m Tils childhood, etc etc, — mid the Fire 
burning the Abhrapa/ala, etc etc ” 

But m all these eases, there is no propor Probans nt nil ; as the ‘ three 
features ’ are not present The mere fact of not being pcmweil cannot lend 
to the idea of the Probans being excluded from that it here the Pmhmidiim 
is known to be absent; as has been thus declared — ' Exclusion from Hint 
where the Probandum is know n to be absent cmino t follow from mere nan 
perception’ In fact, the reality of Invariable Concomitance follows onh 
from the presence of the relationslup either of essential sameness or of hr mo 
the effect , as has been thus declared— ‘ Either from the relationship of Cause 
and Effect, or on the restrictive nature of the thing concerned, there is definite 
Invariable Concomitance, -and this follows from Perception, not from Non 
perception’; and in the case of tho arguments cited, nether of the two 
relationships— of essential sameness, or of being the effect— v> present (1 < >- 
1477) 

The following might be urged-” How is it known that the well 
aseertamed Probans never fails? There .s no reason w In this should icbo. 

Tho answ'er to this is as follows • — 


TEXT {1478) 

(«) There car be no Nature (or Character) without a Natow 

(0) CHARACTER) , (» NOR OAR THERE RE A 

( Cause Because (otherwise) there v.oulu w t - 

IN CON GRUITIES OP («) ’ DEVIATION FROM NATUPF , 
and (6) ‘ Causelfssness And without tht 

TWO (RELATIONSHIPS) THERE CAN RE NO 

Inferfnce. — (1478) 


COMMENT ABV 

i A* nt Probans — (l) Nature of the thing and 1-) 

There are only two kinds of Pmta I r •Nature 

Being an Effect; ‘ not possible except where lb<n >* ** 



bo ‘fallibility’ (fnlmtt)re the Probans 
“ fVhy is it not possible ? 
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‘ Because othcrnnse. etc etc ’ — There is copulative compounding between 
‘ bheda ' and 'ammittaia' , the sense is that the Probans winch forms the 
Nature of the thing m ould cease to be its 4 nature 4 ; and the Probans which is 
an effect would come to be without cause , and vet no Probans is admitted 
which forms neither the ‘nature’ nor the ‘effect’ {of the Probandum), 
except uhen there is no connection and when there is no Invariable Con- 
comitance 

4 Without these two ’, — 1 e as 4 nature ’ and as 4 effect ’ Tho u ord lias 
the Dual Ending — (1478) 

It has been argued {under Text 1463) that — “ the Inference for another’s 
benefit cannot be valid, etc etc ” 

The answer to tins is as follows — 

TEXTS (1479-1481) 

The statement op the Three-feattjbed Probans has been described 
as ' Inference for the benefit op another on the ground 

OP ITS BEING INDICATIVE OP WHAT IS POSSIBLE, — WITH REFERENCE TO 
THE OTHER PERSON ADDRESSED BtTT THIS ‘ INFERENTIAL CHARAC- 
TER ’ CAN ONLY BE * SECONDABY ' (FIGURATIVE) AND CONVEN- 
TIONAL Hence the tact of its being ‘ indicative op what is 

POSSIBLE ’ CANNOT LEAD TO ANY INCONGKUITY If INFERENCE IS 

not a Means of Right Cognition, then your assertion is useless 
Indeed no disputant ever comprehends what you wish to 
speak OF.— (1479-1481) 


COMMENTARY. 

The statement (of the Inference) lias been spoken of as ‘for another’s 
benefit ’, m reference to the other person ; hence it cannot be open to the 
objection urged against, its being in reference to the speaker himself 

Even in reference to the listener, the other person, ns there is the setting 
forth of tho threo-featured Probans, — and on that account, it leads to the In- 
ference, — or on account of Convention, — it has been spoken of ns 4 Inference ’ , 
this name 4 Inference ’ being applicable only to what is indicative of what is 
possible Consequently there can bo no such incongruitv as that of the Sense- 
orqan, or tho cognition of the rotation of Invariable Concomitance, being 
regarded as 4 Inference for another’s benefit ’ , as m those coses, there is 
no indication of what is possible ’ It is for this same reason that tins 
Inference differs from the cognition based upon nctunl Perception For 
instance the cognition of tho Indicative, Smoke, is directly brought about bv 
t isiinl Perception, not bv Auditors Perception , ns what is directly appre- 
hended bv the latter is the Word (uttered b\ the Man) oniv ; and the Word 
is not the indicative of the external thing (Fire) m the wav that Smoke is ; 
became the Word is related to the speaker’s wish to s peal (which is mb- 
jerlne), and lienee it can hare no relation (of invariable concomitance) With 
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anything external (object, re) .11 , w 

presence of Smoke , and it m’ through Convent * *° lndiR!>fe ' ),p 

conceptual Cogmtaon (associated withlwj f hV “ bnngs ahout th * 

external thing, it comes to be described as b d * enc f ’ m iterance to the 
And when what is meant to he nnrW-t j ® * Dr benefit of others ' 
then it turns out to be - ft 1“! ” tbe 

>o bo indicative of msZ^slT^ T t ’ *»«««» 

which is the effect of the statement f 68 C wdwt: contains the Smoko, 

•» « . 'jzzzz rixitrr ■ - — 

1 our assertion i s useless * , — a e the asserfcmn * w “t t 
tho mnrin? nf a ’ assertion that Inference js not 

This ho " °1 ra r°r that y0UT nssertwn involves ‘ sort contmdwtwn ’ — 
This lias hecn explained previously — (1479-1481) 


Puranrfam has argued as follows What „ knoun as Inference, m 
the ordinary world, .s admitted by the Ofrrffa. also , what they deny ,s 
that form of Inference winch people have set up, beyond that known m 
common experience ** 

This ib anticipated and answered in the following— 


TEXTS (1482-1483) 

If IT BE URGED THAT — " WHAT IS ORDINARILY KNOWN AS THE 

Inferential Indicative is accepted by vs, but not what has 

BEEN SET UP BY OTHERS ”, — THEN (THE ANSWER IS THAT) EVEN 
THE ORDINABY MAN UNDERSTANDS WHAT IS THE ‘CAUSE’, ETC OF 

the Effect, etc. , and in reality, this is all that the Masters 
of the Science of Reasoning also have declared So that 

WHEN THE ORDINARY (POPULAR) IDEA IS ACCEPTED, WHAT IS IT 
THAT BECOMES EXCLUDED * — (1482-1483) 

COMMENTARY 

The construction is — ‘ the ordinary man understands, etc etc ’ 

'Effect, etc ’ ‘Ete’ is meant to include the ‘nature’ of the thing — 
Similarly in ‘Cause, etc the ‘nature’ is meant to be included In both 
cases the Plural number has been used m view of individual things 

Thus then, the Inferential Indicative which is understood by ordinary 
men to be related through the relationship of ‘ Nature ’ and ‘ Effect 
is just what has been spoken of by us as the ‘ Trobans ’ and when you 
accept this, what is it that you discard, for which you ore denvmg the 
character of ‘ Inference ’ 1 — (1482-1483) 
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It might be argued that — “ No Inference is admitted by us at all , — but 
the other party have accepted it as a Means of Right Cognition , and m 
view of tins latter, our assertion is not useless 
The answ er to this is as follows — 

TEXT (1484) 

If this (Inference) is not a Means of Knowledge, then what does 

THE OTHEE PASTY UNDERSTAND BY IT ? — Of WHAT SORT TOO 
WOULD THAT COGNITION BE WHICH HAS BEEN BROUGHT 
ABOUT BY WHAT IS NOT A MEANS OF COGNITION 1 

—(1484) 

COMMENTARY 

How have you come to the conclusion that your opponent has accepted 
Inference os a Means of Knowledge ? The idea of another man cannot be 
known by Sense-perception , and for you there is no other Means of Right 
Knowledge whereby you could derive a definite Cognition 3 

Even if there be such a definite Cognition , even so, if what the other 
party accepts is not a means of Cognition, then liow does his opponent know' 
what it means ' The accepting of a Means of Knowledge cannot be a mere 
whim 

It might be argued that—" Just as a man wrests the sword from the 
hands of his enemy and by that same sword fells the enemy, — in the same 
w ay the Atheist takes up what the other regards as a Means of Right Cognition 
and then by that same attacks his opponent " 

The answer to tins is — ‘ Of what ■ sort, etc etc 1 , — whatis meant is as 
follows — If, through delusion, the other party lias accepted as Means of 
Right Knowledge, what is really not a Means of Knowledge, then, how can it 
be possible for one to bring about the right Cognition in the mind of that 
party, by means of w hat is not a Means of Right Cognition, as right Cognition 
is the only resultant of the Means of Knowledge 3 Certainly, if a man has 
taken up, as su.ord, what is not-sword, — another man cannot take up that and 

strike tho other with it The example cited therefore is not analogous 

(14S4) 

Auddhaharna lias argued thus m the Tatlvatild — " It may bo naked— 
Bt means of tins Means of Knowledge (Inference), what is the idea that is 
cons c\ ed to the other person 3 It is only what is admitted b> both parbes 
(the Speaker and the person addressed) that can convey any idea ' —But 
Hus is not right Because Inference is in the form of a verbal statement , 
and It is not a Means of Right Cognition for the person making the state- 
ment , and sot that person conveys the idea (expressed) to tho other person , 
as us solo effort is towards tho conveying of tho idea to that other person,' 
lienee the Means need not be admitted by both parties 
Tins is the view put forward m the following — 
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TEXT (1485) 

“ Inference, consisting of a verbal statement, is not a Means 
of Knowledge for the Speaker , he only conveys the idea 

TO THE OTHER PARTY BY MEANS OF THE STATEMENT ” 

—(1485) ~ 

/ 

COMMENTARY 


‘ He ' — i e the Speaker 

‘ Tina ' — by means of tile Inference consisting of the verbal statement. 
The above view is controverted in the following — 


TEXT (14X6) 

A certain Means of Knowledge is held to be no! a Meant of 
Knowledge only when it does not bring about the cognition 

OF WHAT IS NOT ALREADY KNOWN , AS FOR INSTANCE, 

the Inference that you have tut for- 
ward, WHICH CONVEYS no IDEA TO 
the Speaker —(I486) 


COMMENTARY 1 

When a statement is said to be * not a Means of Knowledge', it is not be- 
cause it conveys the idea to the Speaker, -but because it does not convey 
any information that is not already known As regards ^«>vovingt | mMea 
to the Speaker, it is of course there In the case of jour Inference (argu 
ment) on the other hand, it convoys no idea to the Spoakor Mite « 
cases are not analogous -Otherwise, what » urged would lx- somethmg 

« W 0< Ki'owlodgo 

d.Jr2 »»n b, «« br X|« •> “ 

Cognition, -just like Sense-perception ~(H8b) 


End of Charter (18) on Inference 


End of Volume 1 
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„ —Cognition of, 87 
„ — Primordial Matter, 102, 104, 

105, 106 
Going, 400, 401 
Going up — Going down, 394 
Grace of Blessed Lord, 11 
Gravity, 388 
Great Teacher, 687 
Group, 384, 385 
Group of Sentences, 12 
Group of Sixteon, 25 
Gud&chi, 148 

Habit, 58 

Happiness, 182, 185 
Hare-holder, 692 

Haro’s Homs, 108, 141, 234, 236, 238, 
262, 517, 643, 684 
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Imnuneables, 453 
Impossibility of the Positi\ e, 370 
Import, 494 

Import of Words, 466, 47D, 480, 4S1, 
487, 495, 497, 504 
Impressions, 516 
‘‘I * — upturn of, 167, 187, 188 
Iriactue, 8 

Inconclusi\ eness, 83, 209 
Inconclusivo, 166 
Indefinite Conception, 137 
Indicative Cause, 116 
,, Character, 723 

„ Reason, 115 

Indeterminate Perception, 337 
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Rocoptaolo, 146 
Roductio ad absnrdum, 248. 
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Silata, 585 
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Slandhas, 17, 20, 23 
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Soul-less, 142, 156, 162, 210, 604 
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,, — Cognition of, 121 
„ — Eternal, 124 
„ — Modification of, 124 
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Tnirlluln Philosophers 21S 
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